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UWC  proposes  sweeping  changes  for  the  U of  T 


The  University- Wide  Committee,  after 
three  days  and  one  evening  of  delibera- 
tions on  June  1,  2 and  3,  decided  to 


recommend  to  the  President  a 

Top  Gov- 

erning  Structure  of  this  composition  for 
the  University  of  Toronto: 

Lay  representatives 

14 

Alumni 

10 

The  President 

1 

Presidential  appointees 

3 

Students 

14 

Support  staff 

6 

Faculty 

21 

Academic  administrators 

3 
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On  behalf  of  the  40  student  members 
of  the  UWC,  after  seven  ballots  resulted 
in  a majority  choice,  Fred  Hacker  said 
they  were  “prepared  to  accept”  the 
recommendation  conditionally,  although 
they  deplored  it.  The  conditions  were 
that  a minority  report  from  the  student 
grQup  “will  be  given  full  consideration 
by  the  President  and  his  advisers”  and 
that  three  of  the  14  lay  members  of  the 
proposed  governing  council  be  elected 
by  the  University  community.  The  stu- 
dents, he  said,  wanted  parity  with  the 
teaching  staff  on  the  governing  body  and 
would  continue  to  seek  it. 

The  chairman.  Dr.  A.  C.  H.  Hallett, 
promised  that  the  minority  report  would 
be  sent  on  to  Dr.  Bissell,  along  with  the 
results  of  the  voting  on  all  10  “models” 
or  formulas  that  had  been  presented  to 
the  UWC  as  possible  Top  Governing 
Structures.  He  will  also  transmit  to  the 
President  16  other  resolutions  concern- 
ing the  governance  of  the  University 
which  the  UWC  approved. 

The  University7Wide  Committee  that 
met  last  week  consisted  of  150  people, 
120  of  whom  were  elected— 40  students, 
40  faculty,  20  academic  administrators, 
five  senior  non-academic  administrators, 
15  support  staff— and  30  appointed  and 
ex-officio  members— alumni,  non-alumni, 
non-University  members  of  the  Senate, 
and  the  presidents  of  the  Association  of 
the  Teaching  Staff,  Graduate  Students’ 
Union,  Students’  Administrative  Council, 
and  Association  of  Part-time  Undergra- 
duate Degree  Students. 

Their  task  was  to  submit  specific  and 
final  recommendations  to  the  President 
concerning  the  form,  functions  and  re- 
sponsibilities of  the  Top  Governing 
Structure,  a recommendation  for  which 
had  been  made  by  the  Commission  on 
University  Government.  CUG  proposed 
a Governing  Council  of  20  lay  members, 
20  elected  students,  20  elected  academic 
staff,  and  six  ex-officio  members— the 
President  and  five  senior  administrators 
appointed  by  him. 

In  a brief  opening  statement  at  the 
first  UWC  session.  President  Claude 
Bissell,  calling  the  meetings  “unusual 
and  crucial”,  expressed  confidence  that 


the  decisions  arrived  at  would  make  pos- 
sible a new  University  of  Toronto  Act 
“that  expresses  the  general  will  of  the 
academic  community”.  He  concluded: 
“I  assure  you  that  I will  accept  your 
recommendations  and  will  transmit  them 
onwards.”  As  was  done  with  the  CUG 
report  last  fall,  the  UWC  resolutions  will 
be  forwarded  to  the  Prime  Minister  of 
Ontario  and  the  Minister  of  University 
Affairs  for  consideration  in  the  formula- 
tion of  a new  University  of  Toronto  Act. 

Dr.  Hallett,  Associate  Dean  of  Arts 
and  Science  and  Principal-designate  of 
University  College,  resigned  from  his 
elected  membership  in  UWC  Group  III 
(Academic  Administrators)  in  order  to 
take  the  chairmanship  at  the  invitation 
of  the  Steering  Committee.  His  place 
was  taken  by  Prof.  A.  P.  Thornton,  chair- 
man, Department  of  Plistory. 

The  UWC  met  in  two  locations:  on 
Monday  morning,  afternoon  and  evening, 
Tuesday  morning,  and  all  day  Wednes- 
day in  the  Ontario  Room  of  the  Macdon- 
ald Building,  an  Ontario  Government 
building  at  Bay  and  Wellesley  Streets. 
Because  the  room  was  not  available 
Tuesday  afternoon,  the  UWC  met  in  the 
Concert  Hall  of  the  Edward  Johnson 
Building. 

Committee  members  gathered  in  the 
austere  dignity  of  the  wood-panelled 
Ontario  Room  in  a variety  of  costumes, 
ranging  from  sober  suits  and  dresses  to 
abbreviated,  tom,  and  paint-stained  blue 
jeans.  At  first  they  milled  about,  chatting 
amiably  with  each  other,  then  quietly 
took  their  places  at  40  or  so  tables 
stretching  the  length  and  breadth  of  the 
spacious  room.  While  friends  were  in- 
clined to  cluster  together,  the  four  elec- 
toral divisions— students,  teaching  staff, 
administrators  and  support  staff,  alumni 
with  other  appointed  and  ex-officio  rep- 
resentatives—were  not  reflected  in  the 
seating  arrangements. 

The  temporary  move  to  the  Concert 
Hall  was  not  popular  with  many  of  the 
UWC  members,  some  of  whom  com- 
plained about  the  acoustics.  In  fact,  the 
concern  about  the  conditions  there 
prompted  several  proposals  for  adjourn- 
ment. But  a large  majority  opposed  any 
action  that  would  curtail  time  for  debate. 

At  the  outset.  Dr.  Hallett  announced 
that,  to  save  time  and  ensure  that  the 
business  was  completed  in  time  allotted, 
only  resolutions  approved  by  the  Steer- 
ing Committee  would  be  considered.  “In 
considering  any  amendments”,  he  said, 
“the  Steering  Committee  has  asked  me 
to  be  harsh”. 

The  rules  for  procedure  and  conduct 
of  the  meetings  specified  that  during  the 
sessions  the  Steering  Committee  would 
act  primarily  as  a resolutions  committee. 
It  would  prepare  resolutions  “designed 
( See  page  4,  col.  1 ) 


A STANDING  OVATION  for  the  Chairman  closed  the  June  3 sessions  of  the  Univer- 
sity-Wide Committee.  The  signal  for  this  was  Dean  Ernest  Sirluck’s  statement  that 
Dean  Hallett  had  done  his  job  “with  firmness,  clarity,  and  a good  deal  of  compassion”. 
“Thank  you,  ladies  and  gentlemen,”  said  Dean  Hallett,  “but  that  was  out  of  order!” 


Dr.  Bissell’s  statement  at  opening 
of  the  University- Wide  Committee 


President  Claude  Bissell’s  opening 
statement  to  the  University- Wide  Com- 
mittee follows : 

I have  been  asked  by  the  Steering 
Committee  to  open  these  proceedings. 
This  I am  glad  to  do,  but  I will  be  brief 
since  I am  sure  you  will  need  all  the 
time  available  for  the  resolution  of  your 
problems. 

This  meeting  of  the  University-Wide 
Committee  will  be  an  event  unusual  and 
crucial  in  the  history  of  the  University 
of  Toronto.  I am  confident  that  you  will 
reach  such  accord  on  the  fundamentals 
of  government  of  the  University  that  it 
will  be  possible  to  write  a new  Univer- 
sity of  Toronto  Act  that  expresses  the 
general  will  of  the  academic  community. 

The  University  of  Toronto  now  oper- 
ates under  the  Act  of  1906,  which 
emerged  from  the  deliberations  of  an 
earlier  Commission.  During  the  sixty-four 
years  since  that  Act  was  passed,  it  has 
been  amended  only  in  minor  ways.  But 
the  University  has  changed,  and  what 


JUNE  25  DEADLINE 
University  of  Toronto  Bulletin  is  pub- 
lished by  Department  of  Information, 
Room  225,  Simcoe  Hall.  All  material 
for  the  next  issue  should  be  in  the 
hands  of  the  editor,  Mrs.  Winogene 
Ferguson  (928-2102)  by  noon, 
June  25. 


once  served  us  well  is  no  longer  ade- 
quate. The  need  for  new  measures  is 
self-evident  and  compelling. 

We  have  come  a long  way  to  reach 
this  moment.  We  have  been  engaged  in 
a general  discussion  now  for  four  years. 
It  started  formally  with  the  publication 
of  the  Duff-Berdahl  Report  of  1966, 
which  in  itself  summarized  the  findings 
of  many  years;  it  gathered  momentum  in 
the  Fall  of  1968  with  the  establishment 
of  the  Commission  on  University  Gov- 
ernment; and  with  the  publication  of  the 
Commission’s  Report,  it  broadened  and 
( See  page  3,  col.  3 ) 
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Here  is  the  story  of  the  seven  ballots  by  which 
the  University-Wide  Committee  decided  on  the 
composition  it  would  recommend  for  a top  govern- 
ing structure.  What  the  University  community  has 


come  to  call  “the  numbers  game”  began  with  nine 
of  the  11  resolutions,  or  “models”,  seen  in  the  first 
column.  The  other  two,  P and  A-l,  were  introduced 
after  the  5th  ballot.  On  all  ballots  after  the  first,  the 


members  also  gave  their  second  choices  — shown 
below  in  parentheses  and  followed  by  the  total  for 
the  first  and  second.  The  results  of  the  voting  on  all 
the  resolutions  are  being  forwarded  to  the  President. 


Lay 

10 

President 

1 

Presidential  appointees 

5 

Faculty 

25 

Students 

15 

Support  staff 

4 

60 

“D”  was  withdrawn  by  mover  and 
seconder  before  the  voting  began 


Non-university  community 

28 

President  and  advisers 

6 

Faculty 

30 

Students 

19 

Support  staff 

5 

88 

President 

1 

Faculty 

12 

Students 

12 

Administration 

12 

Alumni 

12 

Lay 

12 

61 

1st  BALLOT  2nd  BALLOT 

2 2(4)6 

(withdrawn) 


3rd  BALLOT 


0 0(3)3  0(0)0 

(withdrawn) 


Lay 

25 

President 

1 

Presidential  appointees 

5 

Students 

10 

Support  Staff 

7 

Teaching 

17 

65 

7(10)17  2(16)18 
(eliminated) 


President 

1 

Faculty 

15 

Students 

15 

President’s  appointees 
Support  Staff 

5 

5 

Alumni 

10 

Lay 

15 

66 

Lay 

12 

Alumni 

8 

President  . 

1 

Presidential  Appointees 
Teaching  Staff 

3 

20 

Students 

20 

Support  Staff 

6 

70 

1 


4th  BALLOT 


6(5)11  11(11)22  12(14)26 

(eliminated) 


5th  BALLOT 


3(33)36  7(24)31  5(29)34  6(38)44 

(eliminated) 


Lay  ( including  alumni ) 

22 

President 

1 

Presidential  Appointees 

5 

Students 

12 

Support  Staff 

Faculty  (including  academic 

6 

administrators) 

18 

64 

27  27(14)41  33(9)42  32(10)42  39(13)52 

(withdrawn) 


Lay  (including  alumni) 

20 

President 

1 

Presidential  Appointees 

5 

Students 

10 

Support  Staff 

4 

Teaching  Staff 

20 

♦ 

60 

43 


P 


President 

Faculty 

Students 

Presidential  Appointees 
Support  Staff 
Alumni 
Lay 


1 

20 

15 

4 

6 

10 

15 
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Lay 

10 

Alumni 

10 

President 

1 

Presidential  Appointees 

4 

Teaching  Staff 

18 

Students 

18 

Support  Staff 

7 

68 

41 


44(11)55  46(15)61  47(17)64  49(21)70 

(withdrawn) 

6th  BALLOT 

23(20)43 

(eliminated) 

7th  BALLOT 

43(15)58  36(15)51  41(21)62  43(18)61  42(9)51  46(3)49 


Lay  ( of  whom  3 would  be 


elected  by  the  whole 
University)  14 

Alumni  10 

President  1 

Presidential  Appointees  3 

Students  14 

Support  Staff  6 

Faculty  21 

Academic  Administrators  3 


67(13)80  86(0)86 
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Wilson 


Hanly 


WODEHOUSE 


McEvoy 


THE  STEERING  COMMITTEE,  two  chosen  by  each  of  three  groups,  met  intensively 
during  May  and,  in  close  consultation  with  their  groups,  drafted  resolutions  to  be 
debated  by  the  University-Wide  Committee.  They  established  procedures  and,  with 
the  approval  of  their  groups,  invited  Dean  Hallett  to  be  chairman.  They  sat  on  his 
left  at  all  sessions  and  he  sought  their  views  whenever  necessary.  Representatives  of 


the  students  on  the  Steering  Committee  were  Michael  Hofstetter,  second  vear,  Scar- 
borough College,  and  Ken  McEvoy,  third  year,  Victoria  College.  Prof.  Charles  Hanly 
and  Prof.  Richard  Wilson  represented  faculty.  Dean  James  Ham  and  Dr.  George 
Wodehouse  represented  Group  III  which  consisted  of  academic  and  non-academic 
administrators  and  the  support  staff. 


The  U-W  Committee  passed  these  resolutions 


' The  following  resolutions  were  passed  by  the  University-Wide  Committee  at  its 
meetings  June  1,  2 and  3,  1970: 

Whereas,  in  carrying  out  its  critical  cultural,  educational  and  research  role,  the 
University  depends  very  largely  on  the  taxpayers  of  the  Province  for  finances,  be  it 
resolved  that  the  purpose  of  the  Top  Governing  Structure  of  the  University  is  to  serve 
the  role  of  the  University  and  to  exercise  fiscal  responsibility  through  its  legislative, 
planning,  appointments  and  review  functions. 

That  the  Top  Governing  Structure  have  vested  in  it,  all  powers  presently  vested  in 
or  exercised  by  the  Board  of  Governors  and  the  Senate. 

That  the  academic  role  and  financial  status  of  all  colleges  and  campuses  in  the 
University  of  Toronto  be  urgently  reconsidered  and  that: 

(a)  the  Top  Governing  Structure  renegotiate  with  the  Federated  Universities  their 
academic  and  financial  relations,  and  that  until  this  renegotiation  can  have  effect, 
the  present  academic  and  financial  relations  shall  be  maintained,  and 

(b)  the  present  academic  and  financial  status  within  the  University  of  Toronto  of 
Innis  College,  New  College,  Erindale  College  and  Scarborough  College  shall  be 
maintained  until  new  relations  shall  be  established,  and 

(c)  the  present  legal,  academic  and  financial  status  of  University  College  shall  be 
maintained  for  the  present  and  reconsidered. 

That  the  Top  Governing  Structure  shall  be  unicameral. 

That  the  Top  Governing  Structure  be  composed  of  members  chosen  from  the 
following:  administration,  faculty,  students,  support  staff  and  lay  persons  (including 
alumni). 

That  the  following  shall  be  among  those  principles  that  shall  govern  the  operations 
of  the  Top  Governing  Structure: 


That  the  Top  Governing  Structure  establish  an  Executive  Committee  of  composition 
reflecting  that  of  the  Top  Governing  Structure  that  shall  prepare  policy  statements  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Top  Governing  Structure,  and  deal  with  matters  referred  to  it 
by  the  Top  Governing  Structure.  This  committee  may  establish  interim  policv  in  cases 
of  extreme  emergency. 

That  the  Top  Governing  Structure  establish  such  Standing  Committees  as  it  deems 
advisable,  including  committees  with  responsibility  for  such  matters  as  (a)  Finance, 

(b)  Budget,  (c)  Academic  Matters,  (d)  Long  Range  Planning,  (e)  Administrative 
Management  and  Review,  (f)  Environmental  and  Physical  Services,  (g)  University 
Community  Services. 

That  the  Top  Governing  Structure  may  appoint  as  full  voting  members  of  any  of 
its  committees  except  the  Executive  Committee,  should  the  Top  Governing  Structure 
decide  to  establish  an  executive  committee  or  its  equivalent,  any  person  it  deems 
advisable.  Such  persons  shall  not  thereby  become  members  of  the  Top  Governing 
Structure. 

That  any  committee  of  the  Top  Governing  Structure  given  executive  authority  to 
act  shall  have  as  a majority  of  its  voting  members,  members  of  the  Top  Governing 
Structure. 

That,  among  the  specific  duties  of  the  Top  Governing  Structure,  recommendations 
on  salary  and  benefits  policy  shall  be  made  to  the  Top  Governing  Structure  by  a 
committee  which  shall  be  composed  of  lay  members  of  the  Top  Governing  Structure 
and  the  President  or  his  nominee. 

That  there  be  a Research  Board  having  general  responsibilities  as  at  present.  That 
the  constitutive  membership  be  approved  by  the  Top  Governing  Structure.  That  there 
be  representatives  of,  and  named  by,  the  Top  Governing  Structure  on  the  Research 
Board.  That  the  Research  Board  report  to  the  Top  Governing  Structure. 


(a)  Subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the  Top  Governing  Structure,  each  faculty, 
college,  school,  and  other  divisions  of  comparable  status  shall  be  free  to  devise  its 
own  admissions,  staffing,  and  academic  policies,  within  overall  principles  stated 
by  the  Top  Governing  Structure. 

(b)  Subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the  Top  Governing  Structure,  each  faculty, 
college,  school,  and  other  divisions  of  comparable  status  shall  be  free  to  alter  the 
form  of  its  internal  structure  and  government. 

(c)  That  a clear  distinction  be  preserved  between  policy-making  and  review  function 
of  the  Top  Governing  Structure  and  the  day-to-day  running  of  the  University  by 
the  academic  and  non-academic  administrators. 

(d)  (i)  That  meetings  of  the  Top  Governing  Structure  and  its  committees  shall  be 
open  to  observers. 

(d)  (ii)  That  these  meetings  may  move  in  camera  by  vote  of  a simple  majority  of 
the  members  present,  the  reasons  for  so  doing  to  be  made  explicit  before  a vote  be 
taken;  except  that  details  regarding  personal  affairs  of  individuals  shall  be  con- 
sidered in  camera  except  when  the  individual  in  question  requests  that  the  con- 
sideration of  his  case  be  open. 

(e)  That  the  Top  Governing  Structure  and  its  members  shall  be  responsible  for  the 
expeditious  flow  of  information  from  the  university  community  to  the  Top  Govem- 
ing  Structure,  and  from  the  Top  Governing  Structure  to  the  university  community. 

(f)  Every  member  of  the  Top  Governing  Structure  is  expected  to  exercise  his  judg- 
ment in  the  service  of  the  University  Community  as  a whole  and  of  its  constituent 
elements. 

That  there  shall  be  a President  of  the  University  appointed  by  the  Top  Governing 
Structure. 

(a)  The  President  shall  be  appointed  for  a fixed  term  of  five  years,  once  renewable. 

(b)  The  President  shall  be  the  Chief  Officer  and  representative  of  the  University. 

(c)  All  faculty  and  academic  administrative  appointments,  promotions  and  dismissals 
shall  be  made  by  the  Top  Governing  Structure  upon  the  recommendation  of  the 
President. 

(d)  The  President  shall  have  the  authority  to  define  the  executive  structure  of  the 
University  and  to  appoint  and  remove  executive  officers,  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  Top  Governing  Structure. 


That  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  the  Legislature  defining  the  Top  Governing  Struc- 
ture for  the  University  be  reviewed  by  the  Top  Governing  Structure  within  not  less 
than  three  and  not  more  than  five  years  of  the  date  of  its  enactment,  and  that  recom- 
mendations for  amendment  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Provincial  Legislature  bv  the 
Top  Governing  Structure. 


That  the  Chairman  of  the  Top  Governing  Structure  be  elected  by  the  Top  Govern- 
ing Structure  and  need  not  necessarilv  be  a member  of  the  Top  Governing  Structure. 
That  no  members  shall  have  more  than  two  consecutive  terms  of  office  and  that  the 
terms  of  office  be  as  follows:  students,  one  or  two  years;  teaching  staff,  administrators 
and  support  staff,  two  or  three  years;  appointees  of  the  President,  two,  three  or  four 
years;  lay  members,  four  or  five  years. 

That  the  University- Wide  Committee  appoint  a sub-committee  to  be  available  for 
consultation  in  the  writing  of  a new  draft  University  of  Toronto  Act  and  that  it  be 
constituted  of  the  General  Chairman  of  the  University-Wide  Committee  and  one 
representative  of  each  group. 

President’s  statement  to  UWC 


(Continued  from  page  1 ) 
eventually  deepened.  We  have  now 
sounded  the  depths  of  the  questions  that 
have  been  raised,  and  we  have  learned 
to  understand  the  reasons  for  opinions 
different  from  our  own.  Even  before  you 
begin  your  discussion,  there  is  cause  for 
satisfaction.  For  it  is  an  achievement  for 
such  a large  and  complex  University  so  to 
order  discussion  that  it  could  proceed 
smoothly  to  this  final  event. 

This  meeting  of  the  University-Wide 
Committee  was  conceived  by  the  Pro- 
gramming Committee  as  the  opportunity 
of  bringing  the  process  of  discussion  and 
debate  to  its  conclusion.  Your  terms  of 
reference  are  to  discuss  and  make  final 


recommendations  to  me  for  the  top  gov- 
erning structure  of  the  University.  I 
assure  you  that  I will  accept  your  recom- 
mendations and  will  transmit  them  on- 
wards. I wish  you  well  in  your  delibera- 
tions. 

Chartered  flights  open 

There  are  still  some  seats  available  on 
the  U of  T Credit  Union  sponsored 
chartered  flights  to  Britain  in  September 
and  at  Christmas.  Staff  members  need 
not  be  members  of  the  Credit  Union  to 
take  advantage  of  these  flights.  For  more 
information  telephone  Mrs.  LaRocca  at 
244-7848. 
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UWC  proposes  unicameral  governance  for  the  U of  T 


(Continued  from  page  I) 
to  permit  debate  on  major  principles  re- 
quiring expression  of  opinion  from  the 
University-Wide  Committee”.  The  only 
resolutions  presented  to  the  UWC  by  the 
chairman  had  to  be  “in  the  wording  pro- 
posed or  approved  by  the  Steering  Com- 
mittee”. Amendments  to  the  resolutions 
from  the  floor  were  accepted  only  if  the 
mover  of  the  amendment  had  the  sup- 
port of  at  least  25  of  the  members. 

Although  virtually  all  of  the  resolu- 
tions were  debated  thoroughly,  occasion- 
ally heatedly,  signs  of  a major  division 
of  opinion  between  students  and  teach- 
ing staff  did  not  clearly  emerge  until 
Tuesday  afternoon  and  the  six-hour  ses- 
sion on  Wednesday.  The  split  was  over 
the  issue  of  parity  as  between  students 
and  their  teachers  in  the  composition  of 
the  Top  Governing  Structure.  It  became 
clear  when  the  members  of  the  UWC 
received  copies  of  the  first  eight  “models” 
for  a governing  council,  and  later  two 
additional  ones,  one  of  which  they  were 
to  approve  in  voting  which  was  carried 
out  by  a preferential  ballot  procedure. 

In  the  first  ballot,  each  member  voted 
only  for  his  or  her  first  choice.  The  re- 
sults were  tallied  and  flashed  on  a 
screen.  Then  the  members  cast  a second 
ballot,  again  for  all  eight  “models”,  this 
time  indicating  first  and  second  choices. 
After  the  “model”  having  the  smallest 
number  of  both  first  and  second  choices 
had  been  eliminated,  a third  ballot  took 
place.  The  process  continued  until,  on 
the  seventh  ballot,  only  two  “models”  re- 
mained. During  the  voting,  four  of  the 
proposed  models  were  withdrawn  by 
their  sponsors  and  four  were  eliminated 
until  only  two  remained  for  the  final 
ballot. 

The  student  group  and  the  faculty 
group  had  each  submitted  resolutions 
embodying  their  ideas  as  to  the  composi- 
tion of  the  Top  Governing  Structure. 
Each  included  the  President  and  Presi- 
dential appointees.  Each  included  lay 
members  and  alumni.  The  principal  dif- 
ference was  in  the  numbers  of  students 
they  wanted  to  see  in  office.  The  student 
model  (Resolution  E)  proposed  18  stu- 
dents and  18  members  of  the  teaching 
staff;  the  teaching  staff  model  (Resolu- 
tion A)  advocated  10  students  and  20 
faculty  members. 

After  the  fifth  ballot,  the  chairman 
said  the  faculty  model  (A)  had  been 
withdrawn.  A new  faculty  model  (A-l) 
and  Resolution  P,  from  alumni,  were  in- 
troduced. On  the  sixth  ballot,  Resolution 
P was  eliminated,  and  Resolution  A-l 
came  out  the  winner  over  the  students’ 
model  E in  the  seventh  ballot. 

After  the  seventh  ballot,  the  UWC 
turned  its  attention  to  consideration  of 
three  resolutions— one  on  accountability 
of  the  Top  Governing  Structure,  which 
was  withdrawn  without  debate;  one  on 
powers  for  the  Top  Governing  Structure 
to  adjust  its  own  membership,  which  was 
defeated,  and  one  authorizing  the  UWC 
to  appoint  a sub-committee  for  consulta- 
tion in  the  writing  of  a new  University 
of  Toronto  Act,  which  was  carried. 

Dr.  Hallett  then  explained  that  Group 
I— the  students— and  Group  II— teaching 
staff— had  participated  in  the  UWC  upon 
the  condition  that  they  were  given  the 
right  of  deferral— that  is,  to  defer  if  they 
so  desired,  until  another  meeting  of  the 
UWC  in  the  fall,  a resolution  or  resolu- 
tions already  adopted.  A recess  of  15 
minutes  was  granted  to  each  group  to 
consider  whether  or  not  deferral  would 
be  taken.  The  teaching  staff  representa- 
tives met  for  only  a few  minutes,  the 
student  group  for  nearly  an  hour. 

Prof.  John  Robson  announced  that  the 
faculty  group  would  not  seek  deferral. 

Fred  Hacker  said  it  was  the  “unani- 
mous opinion”  of  his  group  that  “we, 
the  students,  deplore  the  outcome  of 
these  deliberations”.  He  said  they  had 
approached  the  sessions  with  honest  in- 
tent and  had  put  forward  only  one  pro- 
posed format  for  the  Top  Governing 
Structure,  with  parity  as  the  goal.  They 
deplored  the  choice  of  the  assembly.  It 
did  not  provide  for  enough  students  to 
allow  them  adequate  representation  on 
committees  and  it  was  not  sufficient  to 
represent  a student  body  of  25,000. 

Mr.  Hacker  said  the  students  also  de- 
plored the  voting  procedures  used  and 
the  tactics  that  had  been  used  in  the 


voting.  Nevertheless,  he  continued,  “the 
student  segment  will  not  defer  on  reso- 
lution A-l”.  But,  he  said,  the  student 
caucus  intended  to  “come  forward  with  a 
very  strong  minority  paper  setting  out 
the  position  of  the  students  and  present 
it  to  the  President  and  his  advisers”.  The 
students  would  expect  them  to  take  this 
paper  into  account  when  they  submitted 
a plan  to  the  provincial  government. 

The  recommended  model  would  not 
be  accepted  as  the  ultimate  composition 
of  the  Top  Governing  Structure,  Mr. 
Hacker  said.  The  students  believed  that 
the  concept  of  parity  would  ultimately 
be  recognized,  even  if  in  four  or  five 
years’  time.  “Today”,  he  said,  “we  are 
prepared  to  accept  the  decision  taken 
here,  provided  that  three  of  the  lay 
members  are  elected  by  the  University 
community  and  provided  that  the  minor- 
ity report  will  be  given  full  considera- 
tion by  the  President  and  his  advisers.” 
After  assuring  the  students  that  he 
would  pass  on  their  minority  report  to 
Dr.  Bissell,  Dr.  Hallett  put  one  final 
resolution  to  the  assembly,  which  was 
adopted  unanimously.  This  expressed  the 
appreciation  of  the  UWC  to  the  Ontario 
Government  for  making  available  to  the 
Committee  the  generous  space  and  facil- 
ities of  the  Macdonald  Building  and  to 
the  secretariat  of  the  CUG  Programming 
Committee,  which  had  made  and  carried 
out  so  efficiently  the  physical  arrange- 
ments for  the  meetings. 

Robin  Ross,  Vice-President  and  Regis- 
trar, was  secretary  of  the  Programming 
Committee.  The  detailed  work  was  car- 
ried out  by  members  of  his  staff,  who 
served  as  the  secretariat  for  the  Pro- 
gramming Committee,  the  UWC  Steer- 
ing Committee,  and  the  UWC  as  a 
whole.  Mr.  Ross’  principal  assistant  in 
providing  these  services  was  Miss  Lynda 
Poole,  with  Leslie  Fenyves  in  a sup- 
porting role. 

A summary  of  proceedings  follows: 

JUNE  I (MORNING) 

The  first  resolution  on  the  order  paper 
recognized  that  the  University,  “in  carrying 
out  its  critical  cultural  and  educational  role, 
depends  very  largely  on  the  taxpayers  of 
the  province  for  finances”.  It  proposed 
that  the  purpose  of  the  top  governing  struc- 
ture of  the  University  should  be  “to  serve 
the  role  of  the  University  and  to  exercise 
fiscal  responsibility  through  its  legislative, 
planning,  appointments  and  review  func- 
tions.” 

Prof.  Charles  M.  T.  Hanly,  a philosopher, 
and  member  of  the  Steering  Committee, 
pointed  out  that  he  would  like  to  see  a 
comma  inserted  after  the  word  “critical”. 
The  Rev.  John  Kelly,  President  of  St. 
Michael’s  College,  asked  for  the  critical  role 
to  be  placed  after  those  of  culture,  education 
and  research.  “After  all”,  he  said,  “you  have 
to  know  what  you  are  being  critical  about”. 

Prof.  John  H.  G.  Crispo,  who  had  circu- 
lated beforehand  a 1,500- word  statement 
of  position,  saw  three  major  requirements 
of  any  top  governing  structure.  It  had  to 
be  internally  acceptable,  it  must  have  ex- 
ternal credibility  and  confidence,  and  it 
must  be  operationally  and  administratively 
feasible. 

Most  people,  he  said,  seemed  to  be 
obsessed  with  the  first  requirement.  He, 
instead,  saw  them  as  of  co-equal  impor- 
tance. “While  I find  internal  acceptability 
necessary  it  is  an  elusive  goal”,  he  said. 
“What  is  acceptable  in  this  day  and  age 
might  not  be  acceptable  in  the  next  age, 
and  that  might  be  next  year.  Let  us  not  feel 
that  anything  that  we  decide  will  last  very 
long,”  he  said.  The  main  question  that 
people  should  be  asking,  he  contended,  was: 
Can  we  run  this  place  efficiently?” 

The  motion  was  passed  by  125  votes  to  1 
with  four  abstentions. 

The  next  resolution,  “that  the  Top 
Governing  Structure  have  vested  in  it  all  the 
powers  presently  vested  in  or  exercised  by 
the  Board  of  Governors  and  the  Senate”  was 
passed  by  131  to  3,  in  only  eight  minutes. 

The  third  motion,  termed  by  Michael 
Hofstetter,  student  member  of  the  Steering 
Committee,  a “catch-all  resolution",  urged 
that  the  academic  role  and  financial  status 
of  all  colleges  and  campuses  in  the  U of  T 
be  urgently  considered.  It  also  proposed 
that: 

“(a)  the  top  Governing  Structure  rene- 
gotiate with  the  Federated  Universities 
their  academic  and  financial  relations,  and 
that  until  this  renegotiation  can  have  effect, 
the  present  academic  and  financial  relations 
shall  be  maintained,  and 

“(b)  the  present  academic  and  financial 
status  within  the  University  of  Toronto  of 
Innis  College,  New  College,  Erindale  Col- 


lege, and  Scarborough  College  shall  be 
maintained  until  new  relations  shall  be 
established,  and 

“(c)  the  present  legal,  academic  and 
financial  status  of  University  College  shall 
be  maintained  for  the  present  and  recon- 
sidered.” 

The  votes,  by  section,  were  134  to  1, 
135  to  1 and  137  to  1. 

Running  ahead  of  schedule  with  six  votes 
already  behind  them,  at  10.21  a.m.,  and 
with  time  to  spare  before  coffee  (ordered 
for  11.00  a.m.),  the  meeting  commenced  a 
general  debate  on  the  advantages  and  dis- 
advantages of  a bicameral  or  unicameral 
top  governing  structure. 

Prof.  Stefan  Dupre  recalled  the  three 
requirements  stated  by  Prof.  Crispo  but 
laid  emphasis  on  the  need  for  external  credi- 
bility. The  requirement  would  come,  not  in 
two  or  five  years’  time,  but  the  moment  the 
committee  adjourned  and  the  task  of  draft- 
ing a new  University  of  Toronto  Act  began. 

If  the  act  incorporated  some  of  the  ideas 
proposed,  then  the  proportion  of  persons  on 
the  top  governing  structure  representing  the 
taxpaying  public  would  drop  “from  97  per 
cent  to  what  per  cent?”  The  Province  might 
then  react  by  appointing  a President  by 
order-in-council,  and  this,  he  asserted, 
would  mean  carrying  bicameralism  to  the 
executive  levels. 

Prof.  Kenneth  W.  McNaught  differed 
from  Dr.  Crispo  and  Dr.  Dupre  in  that  he  v 
did  not  think  there  would  be  any  govern- 
ment objection  to  a unicameral  organization 
that  was  not  dominated  by  lay  people. 

There  was  evidence,  he  said,  that  the 
government  would  not  be  disturbed  by  a 
unicameral  top  governing  structure.-  Al- 
though it  might  seem  at  first  to  be  a radical 
solution,  it  would  represent  only  a slightly 
new  direction  for  an  on-going  historic  insti- 
tution. 

Dean  A.  L.  Chute  expressed  concern 
about  the  poor  representation  that  had  been 
proposed  by  the  Committee  on  University 
Government  for  the  professional  schools  on 
the  top  governing  body,  particularly  when 
they  were  so  much  concerned  with  matters 
of  public  interest.  He  felt  that  this  might 
result  in  a loss  of  external  credibility. 

Prof.  Stanley  Schiff  regretted  that  CUG 
had  not  presented  alternatives  to  a uni- 
cameral system. 

Prof.  J.  Bruce  Dunlop  pointed  out  that  the 
public  always  would  have  overall  control, 
through  the  purse  strings,  but  had  indicated 
that  it  preferred  to  deal  by  formula  financing 
and  had  opted  against  exerting  internal 
control.  It  would  be  nice  to  have  a second 
chamber  that  would  put  right  anything  that 
the  first  chamber  did  wrong,  but  there 
would  be  no  guarantee  that  it  would  not 
also  put  wrong  decisions  that  were  right. 

Fred  Hacker,  student,  felt  that  external 
credibility  would  not  be  achieved  “by  run- 
ning a tight  ship  fiscally”  but  would  be 
determined  “by  the  value  of  the  educational 
experience  offered”.  The  experiences  'of 
Ryerson  Institute  of  Technology  and  of  the 
University  of  Western  Ontario  clearly  indi- 
cated, he  said,  that  the  Government  was 
prepared  to  accept  whatever  means  such 
organizations  were  willing  to  adopt. 

Prof.  Hanly,  speaking  not  as  a member 
of  the  Steering  Committee,  but  from  the 
floor,  said  that  it  was  wrong  to  see  U of  T 
against  the  background  of  experience  in 
other  North  American  universities.  The  only 
Ontario  institution  that  had  experienced  dif- 
ficulty was  the  Ontario  College  of  Art  and 
here  a government  consultant,  acting  as 
a commission  of  one,  had  suggested  a uni- 
cameral solution. 

Prof.  Robin  Harris,  Principal  of  Innis 
College  which  has  recently  adopted  a uni- 
cameral structure  for  itself,  said  that  much 
of  its  trouble  in  dealing  with  the  university 
stemmed  from  its  having  to  negotiate  with 
a bicameral  organization. 

Prof.  John  Rist  said  that  stability  was  the 
best  mark  of  external  credibility. 

Bruce  Rusk,  student,  argued  that  the 
adoption  of  a bicameral  system  would  still 
require  a further  unicameral  body  to  make 
final  decisions. 

Dr.  K.  J.  R.  Wightman  was  concerned 
that  concentration  of  power  in  a unicameral 
organization  would  add  to  existing  problems 
of  communications.  He  felt  that  much  valu- 
able time  would  be  spent  in  explaining  to 
lay  members  the  technical  background  of 
matters  that  were  the  subject  of  decision. 

Father  Kelly  expressed  his  belief  that 
operational  feasibility  was  the  real  issue  and 
any  such  body  would  need  to  be  small,  with 
its  members  full-time  employees  of  the 
university. 

Dr.  Crispo,  up  for  a third  time,  said  that 
there  were  brands  of  motherhood  that  even 
he  was  prepared  to  subscribe  to,  “a  uni- 
cameral body  with  a majority  of  lay  mem- 
bers I could  vote  for.”  But  he  urged  them 
not  to  vote  for  a unicameral  body  without 
first  deciding  on  its  composition. 

Robert  Barkwell,  a former  vice-president 
of  the  Students’  Administrative  Council,  said 
that  in  the  long  term  credibility  did  not  de- 


pend on  what  the  top  governing  structure 
is,  but  on  what  it  does.  If  it  seemed  to  be 
serving  the  need  of  the  community  it  would 
be  credible.  He  went  on:  “It  is  fairly  clear 
that,  if  what  ever  structure  is  set  up  is  not 
serving  the  needs  of  the  students,  the  stu- 
dents could  bring  operations  of  the  univer- 
sity to  a halt.” 

On  a vote  being  taken,  111  were  in 
favour,  15  against,  with  10  abstentions. 

Before  the  meeting  adjourned,  Peter 
Brigg,  a student  representative,  rose  “on  a 
point  of  information”.  Student  representa- 
tives had  come  to  the  meeting  with  many 
diverse  opinions,  he  said.  “Bob  Barkwell  s 
speech  may  have  given  the  impression  he 
was  speaking  for  students,  but  no  one  can 
do  this,”  he  said.  “No  one  is  speaking  for 
us  as  a body.” 

JUNE  1 (AFTERNOON) 

The  Monday  afternoon  session  began  with 
a discussion  of  this  resolution: 

“That  the  Top  Governing  Structure  be 
composed  of  members  chosen  from  the  fol- 
lowing: administration,  faculty,  students, 
support  staff,  and  lay  persons  (including 
alumni).” 

Prof.  Richard  Wilson  explained  that  the 
Steering  Committee  felt  that  there  should 
be  wide  representation  on  the  structure 
from  within  the  University  and  without  and 
that  the  alumni  should  have  a special  place 
therein. 

Bob  James,  student,  objected  to  the  in- 
clusion of  the  administration  in  the  top 
governing  structure,  although  he  said  the 
President  should  certainly  be  a member.  He 
favoured  (although  he  did  not  so  move) 
changing  the  word  “administration”  to  the 
word  “President”. 

The  resolution  carried:  in  favour,  126; 
opposed,  4;  abstention,  1. 

The  next  resolution  was: 

“That  the  following  shall  be  among  those 
principles  that  shall  govern  the  operations 
of  the  Top  Governing  Structure: 

“(a)  Subject  to  review  and  approval  by 
the  Top  Governing  Structure,  each  faculty, 
college,  school,  and  other  division  of  com- 
parable status  shall  be  free  to  devise  its 
own  admissions,  staffing,  and  academic 
policies,  within  overall  principles  stated  by 
the  Top  Governing  Structure. 

“(b)  Subject  to  review  and  approval  by 
the  Top  Governing  Structure,  each  faculty, 
college,  school,  and  other  division  of  com- 
parable status  shall  be  free  to  alter  the  form 
of  its  internal  structure  and  government. 

“(c)  A clear  distinction  be  preserved  be- 
tween the  legislative  and  review  functions 
of  the  Top  Governing  Structure,  and  the 
executive  functions  of  the  academic  and 
non-academic  administration.” 

Prof.  Dupre,  seconded  by  Miss  Sidney 
Dymond,  moved  an  amendment  that  the 
clause  be  changed  to  read  that  “there  be 
a clear  distinction  between  the  policy- 
making and  review  functions  of  the  Top 
Governing  Structure  and  the  day-to-day 
running  of  the  University  by  the  academic 
and  non-academic  administration.” 

The  amendment  was  accepted:  for,  134; 
against,  2;  abstentions,  5. 

Michael  Hofstetter  explained  that  the 
Steering  Committee,  in  putting  forth  these 
resolutions,  had  not  wanted  the  colleges  to 
be  ensnared  in  red  tape  nor  have  to  go  back 
to  the  governing  council  for  approval  of 
every  little-detail  of  something  they  wanted 
to  do.  Peter  Hall,  student,  thought  the 
resolutions  were  the  most  vital  to  be  pre- 
sented, because  they  involved  the  devolution 
of  powers.  At  the  same  time,  he  had  some 
serious  reservations  about  them. 

Dean  James  Ham  said  that  clause  (c) 
attempted  to  distinguish  clearly  between 
the  making  of  policy  and  its  execution.  One 
of  the  chief  concerns  over  this  separation  of 
powers  was  to  make  sure  that  the  executive 
team  did  not  somehow  infiltrate  into  the 
policy-making  world  and  dominate  it. 

Resolution  6 (a)  was  carried:  for,  132; 
against,  1;  abstentions,  2;  6 (b)  was  carried: 
for,  129;  against,  1;  abstentions,  2;  6 (c) 
was  carried  as  amended  on  an  unrecorded 
vote.  The  vote  on  the  amendment  was:  for, 
119;  against,  8;  abstentions,  6. 

The  Chairman  introduced  an  additional 
clause  to  resolution  6: 

“That  these  resolutions  ( a and  b ) are  not 
meant  to  imply  a constant  review  function 
by  the  Top  Governing  Structure,  but  rather 
imply  devolution  of  power  that,  while  the 
Top  Governing  Structure  is  responsible  for 
overall  University  policy,  the  intervention 
of  the  Top  Governing  Structure  in  affairs 
of  a faculty,  college,  school,  or  other  divi- 
sion of  comparable  status  would  be  an 
extraordinary  event.” 

Prof.  W.  H.  Nelson  asked  why  an  amend- 
ment was  being  used  to  explain  a resolution. 
Dr.  Hallett  said  it  would  only  muddy  the 
waters  further  to  rewrite  clauses  ( a ) and 
(b)  in  order  to  include  the  sense  of  the 
additional  clause.  Ken  McEvoy,  student 
member  of  the  Steering  Committee,  pointed 
out  that  the  wording  in  clauses  (a)  and 
(b)  was  not  clear  enough.  “It  is  not  the 
(See  page  S,  col.  1) 
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Charles,  M.  E.  — Prof.,  Chem.  Eng. 

Chute,  A.  L.  — Dean,  Medicine. 

Cinader,  Bernhard  — Prof.,  Med. 

Clarke,  D.  W.  - Prof.,  Med. 

Collins,  Thomas  J.  — Student,  Mod.  Hist.,  St.  M. 
Connell,  G.  E.  — Chairman,  Biochemistry. 

Cornfield,  Mrs.  R.  — Alumna,  B.A.  ’54,  UTAA. 

Crispo,  John  H.  G.  — Director,  Indust.  Rel.  Centre. 
Cruise,  J.  E.  — Prof.,  Botany. 

Crowe,  Susan  — Student,  A.  & S.  II,  Erin. 

Curtis,  John  — Support  Staff,  Systems  & Prog.  Info. 
Dafoe,  W.  A.  — Alumnus,  B.A.  '58,  Trin. 

Daniels,  J.  M.  — Chairman,  Physics. 

Davidson,  Edward  M,  — Director,  Admissions. 

Dawson,  Dr.  J.  C.  C.  — Senate,  College  of  Phys.  & Surg. 
Denyer,  Mrs.  Joyce  — Pres.,  APUDS. 

Dewart,  Leslie  — Prof.,  Relig.  Studies,  St.  M. 

Dick,  Arlene  — Student,  A.  & S.  ( Ext. ) . 

Dimond,  Jack  — Support  Staff,  Asst,  to  Prin.,  Erin. 

Duff,  G.  F.  D.  — Chairman,  Math. 

Duffy,  Denis  — Prof.,  English  ( Trin. ) . 

Dunldey,  Colleen  — Prof.,  Food  Sc. 

Dunlop,  Bruce  — Prof.,  Law. 

Dunphy,  W.  B.  — Prof.,  Philosophy,  St.  M. 

Dupre,  Stefan  — Chairman,  Pol.  Econ. 

Dymond,  Miss  Sidney  — Director,  Research  Admin. 

Endres,  Robin  — Student,  English 

Fair,  A.  William  — Alumnus,  B.A.,  M.Ed.  (Ext.). 


Farquharson,  Robert  H.  — Prof.,  German  (Vic.). 

Fitzgerald,  G.  W.  — Alumnus,  M.D.  ’38,  Senate. 

Fleury,  Mrs.  B.  — Alumna,  ’58  POT,  Senate. 

Gibney,  Doris  — Alumna,  B.A.  ’59,  Nursing. 

Gilchrist,  Peter  — Student,  Law  II. 

Giles,  J.  Walter  — Alumnus,  UTAA,  Vice-Pres. 

Grasham,  W.  E.  — Prof.,  Pol.  Econ. 

Hacker,  Fred  — Student,  Law  II. 

Haist,  Reginald  E.  — Chairman,  Physiology. 

Hall,  Peter  A.  - Student,  Pol.  Econ.  Ill,  (Trin.). 

Ham,  James  M.  — Dean,  A .Sc.  & E. 

Hamilton,  John  D.  — Vice-Pres.,  Health  Sciences. 

Hanly,  Charles  M.  T.  — Prof.,  Philosophy. 

Harris,  Robin  S.  — Prin.,  Innis  College. 

Herschel,  Clarice  — Student,  A.  & S.  (Ext.). 

Heron,  Craig  — Student,  Mod.  Hist.  Ill,  U.C. 

Hibbins,  Susan  — Student,  C.  of  E. 

Hoffman,  Larry  — Pres.,  G.S.U. 

Hofstetter,  Michael  — Student,  Hist.  II,  Scar. 

Hurd,  Rod  — Pres.,  S.A.C. 

Hynard,  Susan  — Alumna,  B.A.  ’66,  New. 

Jackel,  Paul  — Support  Staff,  Erin.  Book  Store. 

James,  Bob  — Student,  Pol.  Econ.  Ill,  Vic. 

James,  Helen  — Student,  A.  & S.  (Ext.). 

Jennings,  I.  H.  H.  (Tony)  — Alumnus,  B.Sc.  F.  ’66. 

Kelly,  Rev.  John  M.  — Pres.,  St.  M.  College. 

Leathern,  Brian  M.  — Student,  Elec.  Eng.  III. 

Lilly,  R.  - Alumnus,  B.P.H.E.  '65,  M.Ed. 

Loeb,  Kurt  — Student,  A.  & S.  ( Ext. ) . 

MacDonald,  Ian  A.  — Support  Staff,  Admin.  Asst.,  Scar. 
Macmorine,  David  R.  L.  — Support  Staff,  Chief  Technician,  Path. 
Macpherson,  C.  Brough  — Prof.,  Pol.  Econ. 

Mann,  J.  Douglas  — Student,  Pol.  Econ.  Ill,  Vic. 

Marino,  Michael  — Support  Staff,  S.A.C. 

McCulloch,  E.  A.  — Prof.,  Med.  Biophysics. 

McDonald,  Robert  P.  — Senate,  Secondary  Schools. 

McEvoy,  Ken  — Student,  A.  & S.  Ill,  Vic. 

McLean,  Stewart  — Prof.,  Chemistry 
McNaught,  Kenneth  W.  — Prof.,  History 
Meincke,  Peter  P.  M.  — Prof.,  Physics,  Erin. 

Miglin,  Eric  — Student,  Industrial  Eng.  II. 

Mime,  Howard  C.  — Support  Staff,  Phys.  Plant,  Dep.  Director 
Moses,  Art  — Student,  Mod.  Hist.  Ill,  U.C. 

Mowat,  Marion  — Student,  Nursing  IV. 

Nelson,  W.  H.  — Prof.,  History 

Noble,  W.  T.  — Senate,  Secondary  Schools. 

Palumbo,  Carmen  — Student,  A.  & S.  I,  Scar. 

Patterson,  E.  W.  — Student,  A.  & S.  (Ext.). 

Powlesland,  J.  W.  — Alumnus,  B.A.Sc.  ’35 
Poyton,  Herbert  Guy  — Prof.,  Dentistry. 

Puccini,  Richard  — G.  Student,  Aerospace. 


Reid,  George  A.  — Prof.,  C.  of  E. 

Reid,  W.  D.  — Support  Staff,  Physics,  Lect.  Asst. 

Richards,  R.  A.  K.  — Support  Staff,  Physical  Plant,  Arch. 
Richardson,  Wayne  — Student,  Mech.  Eng.  IV. 

Rist,  John  M.  — Pres.,  A.T.S. 

Robinson,  Gilbert  de  B.  — Vice-Pres.,  Research  Admin. 
Robinson,  R.  B.  — Alumnus,  Q.C.,  B.A.  ’47 
Robson,  J.  M.  — Prof.,  English,  Vic. 

Rolnick,  Abraham  — G.  Student,  Biomed.  Electronics. 
Romans,  Mrs.  K.  — Alumna,  B.A.,  Vic.,  Senate. 

Rose,  Albert  — Director,  School  of  Social  Work. 

Ross,  Gerald  — Student,  Dentistry  III. 

Rusk,  Bruce  — G.  Student,  O.I.S.E. 

Russell,  Mrs.  Gwen  — Support  Staff,  Sr.  Technician,  Hygiene. 
Rutledge,  Alice  — Alumna,  B.A.  ’32,  Pharmacy,  Senate. 
Samuel,  A.  E.  — Prof.,  Classics,  U.C. 

Schiff,  Stanley  — Prof.,  Law. 

Scobie,  Robin  Mary  — Student,  Nursing  III. 

Scott,  J.  Gerald  — Prof.,  Med. 

Seeman,  Philip  — Prof.,  Med. 

Seppala,  Lois  — Support  Staff,  Secty.  to  Dean,  Erin. 
Shepherd,  R.  M.  H.  — Registrar,  U.C. 

Shine,  Joseph  F.  — Support  Staff,  Statistics  & Records. 

Sirluck,  Ernest  — Vice-Pres.  & Grad.  Dean. 

Spencer,  Robert  G.  — Student,  Math.  & Phys.  III,  U.C. 

Stone,  Frank  R.  — Vice-Pres.,  Admin. 

Stryland,  J.  C.  — Prof.,  Physics. 

Surgey,  Mrs.  J.  D.  L.  — Alumna,  B.A.  ’51,  Senate. 

Sweet,  R.  F.  G.  — Prof.,  Near  East.  Studies. 

Sword,  John  H.  — Exec.  Vice-Pres.,  Acad.,  & Provost. 

Teeple,  Gary  — G.  Student,  Sociology. 

Thornton,  A.  P.  — Chairman,  History. 

Trainor,  Lynn  — Prof.,  Physics. 

Usher,  Tony  — Student,  Mod.  Hist.  Ill,  U.C. 

Uzumeri,  S.  M.  — Prof.,  Civil  Eng. 

Vaughan,  Michael  — G.  Student,  Pol.  Econ. 

Verhya,  Wasyl  — Support  Staff,  Librarian. 

Vine,  William  — Alumnus,  M.S.W.  ’52,  Senate. 

Waterman,  G.  B.  — Senate,  Prof.  Engineers  of  Ont. 

Weinrib,  Arnold  — Prof.,  Law. 

Welch,  M.  — Alumnus,  ’60  Bus.  Certificate. 

Wersley,  W.  R.  — Senate,  Ont.  Coll,  of  Pharm. 

Whitten,  J.  A.  — Alumnus,  B.A.Sc.  ’47,  UTAA. 

Wightman,  K.  J.  R.  — Assoc.  Dean,  Med. 

Williams,  G.  R.  — Prof.,  Med. 

Wilson,  Richard  — Prof.,  Med. 

Wodehouse,  George  E.  — Director,  Health  Service. 

Wolff,  Ron  — G.  Student,  Med.  Biophysics. 

Yarranton,  G.  A.  — Prof.,  Botany,  Scar. 
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review  that  would  be  extraordinary,  but 
the  intervention”,  he  said.  If  the  decen- 
tralization of  power  was  not  emphasized,  he 
continued,  there  could  be  a leakage  of 
power  back  to  the  top  level  and  this  would 
not  be  desirable. 

A motion  by  Dean  Allen  to  refer  the 
additional  clause  back  to  the  Steering  Com- 
mittee was  defeated.  The  clause  as  pre- 
sented was  carried,  without  the  vote  being 
counted. 

Nearly  half  of  the  Monday  afternoon 
session  was  devoted  to  discussion  of  open- 
ness in  the  Top  Governing  Structure.  This 
subject  was  contained  in  two  clauses  of 
Resolution  No.  6 — (d-1)  and  (d-2),  and 
the  Steering  Committee  at  the  same  time 
submitted  an  amendment  to  (d-2).  They 
read  as  follows: 

“(d-1)  That  meetings  of  the  Top  Govern- 
ing Structure  and  its  committees  shall  be 
open  to  observers. 

“(d-2)  That  these  meetings  may  move  in 
camera  by  vote  of  a simple  majority  of  the 
members  present,  the  reasons  for  so  doing 
to  be  made  explicit  before  a vote  be  taken; 
except  that  details  regarding  personal  af- 
fairs of  individuals  shall  be  considered  in 
camera  except  when  the  individual  in  ques- 
tion requests  that  consideration  of  his  case 
be  open.” 

Clause  (d-2)  as  amended  read: 

“That  these  meetings  may  move  in  camera 
by  vote  of  a simple  majority  of  the  mem- 
bers present,  the  reasons  for  so  doing  to  be 
made  explicit  before  a vote  be  taken;  except 
that  details  regarding  personal  affairs  of 
individuals  shall  be  open  except  when  the 
individual  in  question  requests  that  the 
consideration  of  his  case  be  in  camera.” 

Most  of  the  debate  focused  on  the  extent 
of  openness  in  the  university.  Tom  Collins, 
student,  argued  that  the  best  defence  for 
individuals  was  complete  openness  because 
the  information  would  probably  leak  out 
anyway  in  a distorted  form.  Prof.  J.  M. 
Daniels  said  complete  openness  would  un- 
dermine the  administration.  Honest  discus- 
sion of  students’  marks  and  professors’ 
salaries  and  tenure  would  be  impossible  in 
open  committees.  Tony  Jennings,  alumnus, 
said  there  would  be  an  element  of  self- 
incrimination  involved  if  individuals  had  to 
ask  open  committees  to  meet  in  camera 
while  discussing  their  personal  affairs. 

In  response  to  several  questions  from  the 
floor,  Dr.  George  E.  Wodehouse  said  the 
Steering  Committee  felt  that  “personal 
affairs”  would  include  such  matters  as  im- 
pugning the  moral  behaviour  of  someone, 
refections  upon  his  or  her  integrity,  private 


life  which  was  no  concern  of  the  University, 
and  details  of  one’s  health.  These,  he 
emphasized,  were  only  examples  and  not  to 
be  regarded  as  inclusive. 

Prof.  John  M.  Robson  said  the  resolution 
without  amendment  guaranteed  an  indi- 
vidual the  right  to  personal  freedom  if  he 
so  desired.  People  had  a right  to  privacy, 
he  contended. 

Clause  (d-1)  was  carried:  for,  117; 
against,  2;  abstentions,  9. 

There  were  three  votes  on  clause  (d-2). 
The  amendment  version  was  defeated;  for, 
15;  against,  112;  abstentions,  6.  The  chair- 
man called  a vote  on  the  unamended  clause 
in  two  parts.  The  first  part,  from  “That 
these  meetings  . . to  . . before  a vote 
be  taken”  was  carried:  for,  130;  against,  1; 
abstentions,  3.  The  second  part,  from  “ex- 
cept that  . . to  “.  . . his  case  be  open” 
was  carried:  for,  126;  against,  3;  absten- 
tions, 6. 

Clause  6(e)  was:  “That  the  Top  Govern- 
ing Structure  and  its  members  shall  be 
responsible  for  the  expeditious  flow  of  in- 
formation from  the  University  community 
to  the  Top  Governing  Structure  and  from 
the  Top  Governing  Structure  to  the  Uni- 
versity community.’ 

Prof.  Wilson  said  the  Steering  Committee 
felt  that  this  two-way  flow  of  information 
was  the  key  to  the  success  of  the  future 
governing  structure.  It  would  elucidate  in- 
formation and  explain  how  and  why  de- 
cisions were  made. 

The  resolution  was  passed:  for,  125; 
against,  2;  abstentions,  4. 

Final  discussion  of  the  afternoon  was  on 
Clause  6 (f):  “Every  member  of  the  Top 
Governing  Structure  is  expected  to  exercise 
his  judgment  in  the  service  of  the  Univer- 
sity community  as  a whole  and  of  its 
constituent  elements.” 

Some  of  the  students  felt  that  an  elected 
member  could  only  be  loyal  to  his  con- 
stituency. But  most  of  the  delegates  seemed 
to  feel  that  an  elected  member  must  also 
be  responsible  to  the  interests  of  the  uni- 
versity as  a whole.  Dr.  Wodehouse  argued 
that  the  Top  Governing  Structure  should 
not  be  a place  to  grind  political  axes. 

The  clause  was  passed:  112  for,  5 against, 
8 abstentions. 

JUNE  1 (EVENING) 

The  tenure  of  the  President  and  the 
nature,  role  and  powers  of  any  executive 
committee  that  the  Top  Governing  Structure 
might  decide  to  appoint  were  the  subjects 
that  dominated  the  Monday  night  session. 

Resolution  7,  as  it  came  from  the  Steering 
Committee,  read  as  follows: 

“That  there  shall  be  a President  of  the 


University  appointed  by  the  Top  Governing 
Structure. 

“(a)  The  President  shall  be  appointed 
for  a fixed  term  of  five  years,  once  renew- 
able. 

“(b)  The  President  shall  be  the  chief 
officer  and  representative  of  the  University. 

“(c)  All  faculty  and  academic  adminis- 
trative appointments,  promotions  and  dis- 
missals shall  be  made  by  the  T<m  Governing 
Structure  upon  the  recommendation  of  the 
President. 

“(d)  The  President  shall  have  the  author- 
ity to  define  the  executive  structure  of  the 
University  and  to  appoint  executive  officers, 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Top  Govern- 
ing Structure.”. 

Many,  however,  felt  that  any  statute  that 
called  for  the  automatic  replacement  of  the 
chief  executive  after  two  five-year  terms  of 
office,  “even  if  he  were  doing  a great  job”, 
was  wasteful. 

At  one  time  it  seemed  as  if  the  majority 
favoured  an  amendment  to  delete  the 
word  “once”  from  clause  (a).  Others,  how- 
ever, expressed  fears  that  a second  renewal, 
if  written  into  the  act,  would  become  the 
rule,  rather  than  the  exception.  Dr.  G.  E. 
Connell  expressed  the  opinion  that  “it  would 
prove  extremely  difficult  to  remove  him  at 
the  end  of  two  terms  of  office”. 

Prof.  Wilson  put  a further  point  of  view. 
"It  would  not  be  fair  to  the  man  to  have 
him  left  hanging”,  he  said.  “It  is  much 
healthier  for  him  to  know  that  he  is  there 
for  a period  of  10  years  and  to  know  what 
he  is  getting  into  initially.” 

The  amendment  was  defeated,  61  to  64, 
with  six  abstaining.  The  meeting  then  car- 
ried Section  7(a)  unanimously. 

With  a little  discussion  the  meeting  ap- 
proved clauses  (b)  and  (d)  unanimously 
and  clause  (c)  with  no  contrary  votes. 

Resolution  8 did  not  fare  so  easily.  As  it 
came  from  the  Steering  Committee  it  read: 
“That  the  Top  Governing  Structure  estab- 
lish an  Executive  Committee  that  shall  pre- 
pare policy  statements  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Top  Governing  Structure,  and  deal 
with  matters  referred  to  it  by  the  Top 
Governing  Structure.  This  committee  may 
establish  interim  policy  in  cases  of  extreme 
emergency.” 

Peter  Brigg,  graduate  student,  made  three 
points  in  explaining  the  import  of  the 
motion  and  enlivened  his  presentation  with 
a twice-made  Freudian  slip  that  caused 
much  laughter. 

First,  he  said,  the  executive  committee 
would  be  responsible  for  input  in  matters 
of  policy  over  a wide  field;  secondly,  the 
Top  Governing  Structure  might  delegate  to 


the  Executive  Committee  the  task  of  draft- 
ing agenda  and  business,  “This”,  he  said, 
“would  make  it  a very  powerful  committee, 
more  powerful  than  the  drafter  of  the  revo- 
lution (applause)  . . . the  drafter  of  the 
revolution  (louder  applause)  . . . the  drafters 
intended.”  1 

On  the  matter  of  the  powers  of  the 
Executive  Committee  in  dealing  with  an 
emergency,  there  were  two  unanswered 
questions,  Mr.  Brigg  said.  The  first  was  as 
to  whether  President  would  be  bound  by 
decisions  of  the  Executive  Committee;  the 
other  was:  What  notice  would  be  required 
to  call  a meeting  of  the  Top  Governing 
Structure?  On  the  motion  being  thrown 
open  to  debate,  Robin  Endres,  graduate 
student,  asked  the  chair  to  accept  an 
amendment  that  “the  Executive  Committee 
should  reflect  the  composition  of  the  Top 
Governing  Structure”.  On  the  request  being 
refused,  she  called  for  and  was  granted  a 
vote  which  showed  a large  number  in 
favour  of  debating  the  amendment.  Subse- 
quently, it  was  passed  by  77  ayes,  with 
42  against  and  11  abstentions. 

On  the  main  motion  being  opened  to 
debate,  Prof.  A.  E.  Samuel  expressed  fear 
that  an  Executive  Committee  “might  accrete 
to  itself  more  and  more  authority  and  .as- 
sume responsibilities  that  we  would  not  like 
to  see  it  have.” 

Prof.  Hanly,  for  the  Steering  Committee, 
said  that  the  wording  of  the  resolution  had 
been  motivated  by  the  need  for  a house- 
keeping operation,  working  with  the  Top 
Governing  Structure.  There  was  also  the 
need  to  have  a group  of  people  who  would 
be  in  a position  to  be  called  together  in  a 
situation  when  there  was  not  any  policy 
position  worked  out.  Later,  such  lacunae 
would  not  exist.  He  assured  the  UWC  that 
there  was  “no  Machiavellian  tint,  no  sug- 
gestion of  a body  able  to  accrete  to  itself 
powers  of  the  Top  Governing  Structure”. 

Prof.  Donald  A.  Chant  wanted  to  know 
whether  such  a body  would  perform  the 
role  of  a secretariat  or  an  executive. 

Father  Kelly  felt  that  “if  the  Top  Govern- 
ing Structure  were  worth  its  salt,  we  should 
not  tie  it  down  by  telling  it  what  com- 
mittees it  should  establish.” 

Prof.  Robson  expressed  the  view  that  the 
resolution  did  not  grant  power  but  limited 
the  power  of  the  committee. 

Prof.  Crispo  said  it  was  virtually  “inevit- 
able that  there  is  going  to  have  to  be  some 
executive  or  co-ordinating  committee”,  to 
avoid  duplication  and  overlap.  His  feeling 
was  that  such  a committee  would  have  im- 
mense power  of  initiative.  He  went  on:  “I 
(See  page  6,  col.  1) 
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think  I support  the  views  of  those  who  say 
that  this  is  something  that  the  Governing 
Council  should  work  out  for  itself.” 

On  the  vote,  the  resolution  was  defeated, 
with  51  ayes,  77  nays,  and  four  abstentions. 

The  meeting  passed  by  121  votes  to  six 
a resolution  empowering  the  Top  Governing 
Structure  to  appoint  standing  committees  to 
deal  with  such  matters  as  finance,  budget, 
academic  matters,  long  range  planning,  ad- 
ministrative management  and  review,  en- 
vironmental and  physical  services  and  uni- 
versity community  services. 

The  Committee  had  already  voted  to 
extend  its  session  by  half  an  hour,  until 
' 10.00  p.m.  and  devoted  part  of  the  extra 
time  to  an  amended  form  of  Resolution  10, 
which  empowered  the  Top  Governing  Struc- 
ture to  appoint  any  person  it  deemed 
advisable  as  a full  voting  member  of  its 
committees  except  the  Executive  Committee, 
should  the  Top  Governing  Structure  decide 
to  establish  an  executive  committee  or  its 
equivalent.  Such  a person  would  not  be- 
come a member  of  the  Top  Governing 
Structure.  This  was  passed. 

Resolution  10  was  then  amended  to  read: 
“That  any  committee  of  the  Top  Governing 
Structure  given  executive  authority  to  act 
shall  have  as  a majority  of  its  voting  mem- 
bers, members  of  the  Top  Governing  Struc- 
ture. 

JUNE  2 (MORNING) 

The  second  day’s  sittings  began  with 
consideration  of  this  resolution: 

“(1)  That  there  be  a Research  Board 
having  general  responsibilities  as  at  present. 

‘ (2)  That  the  constitutive  membership 
be  approved  by  the  Top  Governing  Struc- 
ture. 

“(3)  That  there  be  representatives  of 
and  named  by  the  Top  Governing  Structure 
on  the  Research  Board. 

“(4)  That  the  Research  Board  report  to 
the  Top  Governing  Structure.” 

Prof.  Gilbert  de  B.  Robinson,  Vice-Presi- 
dent, Research  Administration,  explained 
that  research  problems  were  so  complex, 
involving  enormous  sums  of  money  and  re- 
lations, often  critical,  with  the  outside 
world,  that  it  was  essential  they  be  dealt 
with  by  those  who  understood  the  difficul- 
ties. Moreover,  research  within  the  Univer- 
sity varied  widely  in  character  in  various 
parts  of  the  campus;  for  example,  research 
in  applied  science  was  different  from  that 
in  pure  science  or  in  the  humanities. 

Dean  Ham  saw  the  proposed  Research 
Board  as  a division  of  the  University,  much 
as  a faculty  was,  but  not  as  a part  of  the 
Top  Governing  Structure.  Dean  Allen  looked 
upon  the  Board  as  not  just  another  com- 
mittee, but  a body  that  in  some  way  should 
be  fitted  into  the  Top  Governing  Structure. 
He  suggested  a statement  to  the  effect  that 
there  should  be  a Research  Board  respon- 
sible to  the  Top  Governing  Structure.  The 
UWC  approved  this  without  a recorded  vote 
and  went  on  to  further  discussion. 

Ronald  Wolff,  graduate  student,  and 
Prof.  E.  A.  McCulloch  wanted  a delay  in 
the  consideration  of  the  resolution.  Prof. 
Schiff  asked  that  the  word  “constitutive”  be 
dropped.  Tom  Collins  urged  the  entire 
resolution  be  dropped  — “it  is  too  important 
a matter  to  be  dealt  with  by  experts”. 

Asked  for  examples  of  research  problems, 
Dr.  Robinson  cited  the  rights  of  individuals 
in  human  experimentation  as  one.  In  recent 
years,  he  said,  U of  T had  made  remarkable 
strides  in  this  field.  “The  University  of 
Toronto  has  actually  become  world  famous 
for  its  human  experimentations,  in  medical, 
sociological  and  other  areas”,  he  said.  Other 
problems  concerned  patents  and,  a recent 
example,  the  research  that  had  led  to  the 
discovery  of  a plastic  container  which  would 
disintegrate  upon  exposure  to  the  sun  and 
thus  diminish  pollution.  To  deal  with  sUch 
matters  as  these,  the  University  must  have 
informed  people,  he  said. 

After  Larry  Hoffman,  president,  GSU, 
praised  researchers  for  the  excellent  job 
they  did.  Dr.  Robinson  pointed  out  that  the 
Top  Governing  Structure  would  have  the 
final  say  on  policy,  priorities  and  direction, 
and  that  the  Research  Board  would  be 
primarily  a group  of  technical  experts. 

The  UWC  passed  the  resolution:  for,  88; 
against,  32;  abstentions,  9. 

A major  battle  followed  over  the  power 
that  lay  members  of  the  Top  Governing 
Structure  should  have  in  financial  matters. 
As  introduced,  the  resolution  read: 

“That,  among  the  specific  duties  of  the 
Top  Governing  Structure,  recommendations 
on  salaries  and  benefits  policy  shall  be  made 
to  the  Top  Governing  Structure  by  a com- 
mittee, the  majority  of  whom  shall  be  lay 
members  of  the  Top  Governing  Structure.” 
Prof.  Lynn  Trainor  explained  that  the 
resolution  was  being  presented  because 
having  salaries  dealt  with  by  lay  members 
would  assure  the  public  that  people  were 
not  setting  their  own  salaries. 

Prof.  Rist  saw  in  this  proposal  an  implica- 
tion that,  if  laymen  were  to  decide  salaries, 
they  should  also  handle  the  entire  Univer- 


sity budget.  Prof.  A.  P.  Thornton  wanted 
to  throw  away  the  entire  resolution.  Calling 
the  resolution  “window  dressing”,  Prof. 
Crispo  said  it  was  the  inevitable  dilemma 
resulting  from  unicameralism,  because  there 
was  a conflict  of  interest. 

Prof.  Dupre  saw  the  resolution  as  “one  of 
our  unicameral  resolutions  coming  home  to 
roost”.  He  argued  that  negotiations  on 
salaries  and  benefits  must  be  carried  out 
under  credible  conditions  and,  for  the  sake 
of  public  credibility,  negotiations  should  be 
undertaken  entirely  by  lay  members  of  the 
Top  Governing  Structure.  He  moved  an 
amendment  that  “recommendations  on  salary 
and  benefits  policy  shall  be  made  to  the 
Top  Governing  Structure  by  a committee 
which  shall  be  composed  of  iay  members  of 
the  Top  Governing  Structure  and  the  Presi- 
dent, or  his  nominee”. 

Objecting  to  both  the  resolution  and  the 
amendment,  Prof.  Nelson  said  Prof.  Dupre’s 
proposal  was  a resurrection  of  the  Board  of 
Governors.  Dean  Allen  also  rejected  both 
the  resolution  and  the  amendment.  Both 
speakers  were  supported  by  Miss  Endres. 
Mr.  Hofstetter  contended  the  resolution  in 
either  form  ‘‘sidesteps  unicameralism  and 
introduces  bicameralism”.  Prof.  Rist  reiter- 
ated that  a lay  committee  would  control 
the  whole  University  budget. 

The  Dupre  amendment  was  accepted: 
for,  55;  against,  53;  abstentions,  3. 

In  the  debate  on  the  resolution  as 
amended,  Walter  Giles,  vice-president,  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto  Alumni  Association, 
pointed  out  that  the  salaries  and  benefits 
committee  would  simply  make  recommenda- 
tions, that  it  was  up  to  the  Top  Governing 
Structure  to  make  final  decisions.  Prof. 
Daniels  supported  Mr.  Giles  in  this.  He 
said  it  was  not  correct  to  say  that  the 
faculty  would  have  nothing  to  say  about 
what  their  salaries  should  be,  because  the 
ATS  would  certainly  make  the  views  of  the 
teaching  staff  known  to  all  concerned. 

The  amended  resolution  was  finally 
adopted:  for,  68;  against,  65;  abstentions,  2. 

A second  part  of  the  resolution  was  con- 
sidered separately.  It  read:  “Furthermore, 
negotiations  with  any  specific  group  shall 
be  conducted  by  a sub-committee  on  which 
no  members  of  that  group  sit.”  Prof.  Robson 
contended  that  this  resolution  was  no  longer 
necessary  and,  on  his  motion,  the  UWC 
voted  that  it  be  stricken:  for,  109;  against, 
9;  abstentions,  10. 

There  was  a prolonged  debate  on  a reso- 
lution which  R.  A.  K.  Richards,  support 
staff,  called  “enabling  legislation”.  In  its 
original  form  it  read: 

“That  the  Top  Governing  Structure  may 
alter  the  number  of  constituencies  and 
change  the  number  of  members  belonging 
to  any  constituent  element  as  listed  in 
Resolution  5 or  change  the  total  number  of 
the  members  of  the  Top  Governing  Struc- 
ture provided  that  any  change  is  approved 
by  not  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  member- 
ship of  the  Top  Governing  Structure.” 

Mr.  Richards  said  that  the  draft  Univer- 
sity of  Toronto  Act  prepared  by  the  Com- 
mission on  University  Government  had  not 
provided  for  this,  although  the  present  Act 
did.  He  felt  that  any  element  within  the 
Top  Governing  Structure  which  in  the 
opinion  of  a majority  of  the  members  of  the 
structure  was  not  making  a meaningful 
contribution  to  its  work  should  be  subject 
to  change,  without  there  being  a need  to 
return  for  permission  to  the  Legislature. 

Prof.  Robson  moved  that  the  introductory 
words  of  the  resolution  read:  “That  the  Top 
Governing  Structure  may  request  amend- 
ment to  the  Act  establishing  the  Top  Gov- 
erning Structure  so  as  to  alter  the  number 
of  constituencies,  etc.”  ( amending  words 
in  Italics). 

There  was  widespread  difference  of 
opinion.  After  lengthy  argument,  the  UWC 
accepted  the  amendment:  for,  77;  against, 
48;  abstentions,  8. 

Prof.  Nelson  declared  there  was  no  need 
for  such  a resolution.  “We  got  into  difficulty 
over  Resolutions  12  and  13  ( salaries  and 
benefits,  and  the  one  under  discussion)  be- 
cause we  are  taking  ourselves  too  seriously. 
This  resolution  (13)  is  silly”.  Dean  Ham 
recommended  that  it  be  defeated  and  sug- 
gested that  the  Steering  Committee  would 
then  be  willing  to  draft  a substitute  which 
might  be  acceptable.  In  the  vote,  the 
amended  resolution  failed  to  carry:  for,  14; 
against,  110;  abstentions,  7.  By  a show  of 
hands,  the  Steering  Committee  was  asked 
to  introduce  a rephrased  resolution. 

JUNE  2 (AFTERNOON) 

At  the  Tuesday  afternoon  session  the 
UWC  quickly  sent  back  to  the  Steering 
Committee  Resolution  13  that  would  have 
given  the  Top  Governing  Structure  power 
to  change  its  constituencies  and  the  number 
belonging  to  any  constituent  component. 

It  passed,  with  none  against.  Resolution 
14  that  called  for  a review  by  the  Top 
Governing  Structure  of  any  new  act  after  not 
less  than  three  years  and  not  more  than  five. 
It  accepted  Resolution  15,  which  permitted 
the  Top  Governing  Structure  to  elect  a chair- 


man who  was  not  necessarily  one  of  its  own 
members  and,  as  an  addition  to  the  resolu- 
tion on  the  order  paper,  prescribed  varying 
terms  for  representatives  of  different  con- 
stituencies. 

At  this  point  the  intention  had  been  that 
those  present  would  debate  and  possibly 
vote  upon  some  of  the  proposed  formulas 
for  the  composition  of  the  TGS.  For  a time, 
instead,  it  seemed  as  if  the  meeting  which 
had  proceeded  so  well  for  two  days,  would 
be  completely  bogged  down  by  procedural 
questions.  The  main  point  at  issue  was 
whether  or  not  a vote  expressed  before  the 
Steering  Committee  bad  completed  arrange- 
ments for  “the  numbers  game”  — the  vote 
on  composition  of  constituent  groups  — 
would  tie  the  hands  of  the  Steering  Com- 
mittee. 

Prof.  Hanly,  as  a way  out,  proposed  that 
two  motions  on  matters  of  principle,  sub- 
mitted by  the  Steering  Committee  and  later 
numbered  7 and  8,  be  tabled,  with  discus- 
sion permitted  but  no  votes  taken. 

The  two  motions  were: 

“7.  Whereas  the  main  function  of  thff 
university  may  be  broadly  defined  as  aca- 
demic 

“(a)  The  faculty  and  students  form  a 
clear  majority  of  the  Top  Governing  Struc- 
ture of  this  university; 

“(b)  That  faculty  and  students  be  equally 
represented  on  the  Top  Governing  Struc- 
ture.” 

“8.  Be  it  resolved  that  the  Top  Governing 
Structure  be  so  composed  as  to  have  a 
majority  of  members  drawn  from  outside 
the  University,  such  members  to  be  selected 
by  various  modes  of  appointment  so  as  to 
ensure  broad  community  representation  ac- 
ceptable both  within  and  beyond  the 
University.” 

The  assembly  decided  to  discuss  the 
motions  but  not  to  vote.  A student  represen- 
tative asked  for  and  was  granted  a short 
recess  to  enable  the  student  caucus  to  meet. 

As  the  meeting  reconvened,  Dr.  Bernhard 
Cinader  proposed  that  discussion  continue 
on  matters  of  principle  rather  than  on  pro- 
cedure. Carmen  Palumbo,  student,  wanted 
“to  register  my  resentment  at  the  way  pro- 
cedure has  been  manipulated”.  If  this  con- 
tinued, he  said,  “I  personally  will  walk  out 
because  of  the  ridiculous  way  in  which 
issues  are  being  avoided.” 

Ken  McEvoy  said  the  students  had  just 
met  and  had  expressed  the  feeling  that  some 
guidance  was  necessary  in  the  striking  of 
models.  The  solution  they  proposed  was 
that  there  should  be  free  discussion  on 
matters  of  principle,  as  set  out  in  proposals 
7 and  8,  and  that  straw  votes  should  then 
be  taken  to  provide  an  idea  of  how  people 
felt.  This  proposal  was  accepted  unani- 
mously. 

A total  of  six  specific  formulas  were 
offered  without  attribution  on  the  order 
paper,  with  the  information  that  a further 
two  were  expected  by  nightfall. 

Prof.  C.  Brough  Macpherson  urged  ac- 
ceptance of  the  formula  which  proposed 
10  lay  members,  the  President,  five  Presi- 
dential appointees,  25  faculty  representa- 
tives and  15  students.  He  asked  the  meeting 
to  accept  the  validity  of  three  principles: 

( 1 ) that  the  faculty,  including  academic 
administrators,  should  comprise  at  least  half 
of  the  Top  Governing  Structure;  (2)  that 
the  lay  component  should  be  no  larger  than 
was  needed  to  enable  it  to  perform  a watch- 
dog function  on  behalf  of  the  community 
outside;  and  ( 3 ) that  students,  as  members 
of  the  academic  community,  should  have 
more  places  on  the  Governing  Council  than 
lay  members. 

Dr.  John  Hamilton,  Vice-President,  Health 
Sciences,  expressed  concern  that  the  UWC 
might  underrate  the  importance  of  the  lay 
component  in  the  Top  Governing  Structure, 
not  only  within  its  councils  but  also  because 
of  their  potential  contribution  outside.  He 
made  the  point,  as  an  example,  that  two- 
thirds  of  the  undergraduate  program  of  the 
medical  faculty  was  conducted  in  hospitals 
and  other  outside  institutions.  The  profes- 
sional faculties  were  also  heavily  dependent 
on  a number  of  different  outside  institutions 
for  funding.  “More  and  more,  laymen  will 
be  involved  in  matters  concerning  the 
Health  Sciences,”  he  said.  Lay  members, 
while  they  performed  a watchdog  function, 
had  a more  important  function  in  helping 
to  maintain  and  support  activities  of  the 
university  beyond  the  campus. 

Miss  Marion  Brown  urged  recognition  of 
librarians  as  part  of  the  academic  branch 
of  the  University,  pointing  out  that  they 
were  not  members  of  the  Support  Staff 
Association  but  had  their  own  association. 
Librarians,  because  of  their  academic  back- 
ground and  variety  of  experience,  could 
make  an  important  contribution  to  the  af- 
fairs of  the  Governing  Council,  she  asserted. 
If  they  could  not  be  recognized  as  a sepa- 
rate component  of  the  Top  Governing 
Structure,  she  urged  on  behalf  of  her  Asso- 
ciation that  they  be  given  separate  repre- 
sentation within  the  Support  Staff  con- 
stituency. 

Fred  Hacker  supported  the  principle  of 


student-faculty  parity.  Recent  events,  in- 
cluding the  development  of  the  CUG 
report,  had  demonstrated  that  education  was 
no  longer  a one-way  flow  of  information. 
Parity  was  an  affirmation  of  the  principle 
of  parallel  and  equal  roles  of  faculty  and 
students  in  the  educational  process.  “Years, 
language,  and  experience  may  separate  us 
but  faculty  and  students  are  united  in  their 
quest  for  an  ideal  educational  setting,”  he 
said. 

Prof.  Nelson  spoke  of  the.  need  for 
compromise  but  stressed  that  good  compro- 
mise respected  the  reality  of  fundamental 
arguments,  forces  and  powers  and  tried  to  • 
balance  them. 

“Thank  God  for  the  students”,  said  J.  W. 
Powlesland,  president  of  the  Engineering 
Alumni  Council.  “They  had  the  sense  to 
walk  out  and  come  back  with  something  to 
get  things  moving  again.  If  there  is  any- 
thing that  would  make  me  support  parity, 
it  would  be  the  action  of  the  students  this 
afternoon.”  The  Engineering  alumni,  he 
said,  found  the  composition  of  the  Govern- 
ing Council  proposed  by  CUG  to  be  too  nar- 
row in  that,  with  one-third  students  and 
one-third  faculty,  its  decision-making  pro- 
cesses might  be  controlled  by  inexperienced 
factions.  It  neglected  the  need  for  seasoned 
administrators,  both  academic  and  non-aca- 
demic and  did  not  sufficiently  represent  the 
general  public,  “which  provides  the  funds 
without  which  the  University  cannot  func- 
tion”. The  Council,  as  proposed  by  CUG, 
was  too  large,  he  felt,  and  should  comprise 
instead  41  or  46  members.  It  should  include 
equal  representation  from  the  student  body, 
faculty,  administrators,  the  community-at- 
large  and  alumni,  and  the  President. 

Mr.  McEvoy  thought  there  must  be  a 
clear  separation  of  the  policy-making  and 
executive  functions.  Government  should  be 
by  the  people  who  can  be  influenced  by 
these  decisions  - not  by  the  people  who 
will  be  responsible  for  carrying  them  out. 
“The  structure  of  the  university”  he  went 
on,  “determines  the  type  of  people  who 
came  out  of  it”. 

Prof.  Hanly  argued  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  have  a lay  majority.  When  laymen 
try  to  understand  the  University  without 
being  in  close  touch  they  are  unable  to 
come  to  that  close  understanding  that  is 
necessary.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  im- 
portant to  have  a very  strong  faculty  com- 
ponent. 

Mr.  Giles  urged  separate  representation 
for  the  alumni  and  for  the  public  at  large. 
“Alumni  devote  their  time  to  the  institution 
because  they  believe  in  it  and  because  they 
think  they  will  be  needed  by  the  other  seg- 
ments of  the  community,  needed  as  a strong 
link  and  because  of  their  expertise.”  He 
warned:  “If  the  alumni  are  alienated,  the 
University  will  suffer.” 

Prof.  Schiff  stressed  the  importance  of 
having  people  on  the  Council  who  could  do 
the  jobs  that  had  to  be  done.  “I  believe 
that  students  cannot  do  the  jobs  that  have 
to  be  done,  because  of  age,  lack  of  experi- 
ence, and  lack  of  expertise,”  he  said. 

Peter  Hall  urged  the  importance  of  parity 
because  of  its  symbolic  value  as  a student 
right.  Prof  W.  B.  Dunphy  failed  to  see  the 
distinction  between  meaningful  participa- 
tion and  parity. 

Mrs.  Gwen  Russell,  Support  Staff,  said  the 
University  was  faced  daily  with  the  need  for 
decisions  that  lay  beyond  simple  academic 
concerns.  Concern  with  the  University  as  an 
academic  community  was  by  no  means  limi- 
ted to  the  academy  community  as  defined 
by  the  CUG  report.  Drawing  attention  to 
the  proposed  formula  which  provided  for 
25  lay  representatives,  five  presidential  ap- 
pointees, ten  students,  seven  support  staff, 
seventeen  teaching  staff  and  the  President, 
she  said  that  the  first  component  could  be 
separated  into  15  lay  representatives  and 
10  alumni. 

A decision  had  already  been  taken  to  div- 
ide proposal  No.  7 into  two  parts.  In  a 
straw  vote  on  part  one,  the  UWC  rejected 
by  63  votes  to  56  the  principle  that  faculty 
and  students  together  formed  a clear  ma- 
jority on  the  Top  Governing  Structure. 
There  were  three  abstentions. 

It  defeated  by  60  votes  to  56  the  prin- 
ciple that  students  be  given  equal  represen- 
tation with  faculty.  There  were  six  absten- 
tions. 

The  UWC  took  a further  straw  vote  on 
proposal  No.  8,  rejecting  by  101  to  13  the 
rinciple  that  a majority  of  members  should 
e drawn  from  outside  the  University. 
There  were  nine  abstentions. 

JUNE  3 

The  final  session  began  at  11  a.m.  and 
ended  at  6.15  p.m.,  with  50  minutes  for 
lunch.  Except  for  a short  consideration  of 
two  resolutions,  it  was  a day  of  ballotting, 
to  decide  the  specific  composition  of  the 
Top  Governing  Structure  that  would  be 
recommended  to  tire  President. 

For  the  first  time,  voting  was  by  ballot. 
On  Monday  and  Tuesday  all  voting  had 
been  simply  by  a show  of  hands,  except 
(See  page  7,  col.  1) 
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on  one  occasion  when  the  chairman  asked 
the  members  to  stand.  This  proved  to  be 
difficult  for  the  election  officials  to  make  an 
accurate  count,  and  Dr.  Hallett  returned 
to  the  vote-by-hand  system. 

Ballotting  was  by  groups;  that  is,  all  stu- 
dent members  voted  at  one  ballot  box,  all 
faculty  at  another  box,  and  so  on.  The 
count  was  carried  out  in  the  presence  of 
scrutineers,  one  for  each  group.  The  result 
of  each  of  the  seven  ballots  was  projected  on 
a large  screen  behind  the  chairman,  who  also 
read  it  aloud. 

Once  the  preferential  balloting  was  over, 
the  assembly  moved  easily  through  some  of 
its  unfinished  business.  This  included  three 
resolutions  - one  which  had  been  revised 
by  the  steering  committee  after  objections 
from  delegates  to  its  original  form.  The 
first  one  was  withdrawn.  It  read:  “Resolved 
that  members  of  the  Top  Governing  Struc- 
ture be  accountable  to  the  entire  university 
community  and  to  their  respective  constitu- 
encies”. 

The  revised  resolution  read:  “That  the 
Top  Governing  Structure  may  adjust  as  it 
deems  necessary  the  number  of  members 
representing  any  of  the  constituencies  listed 
in  resolution  No.  5,  except  to  decrease  the 
lay  or  alumni  representation,  to  reflect 
changes  in  these  constituencies  provided 
that  such  alteration  is  approved  by  not  less 
than  two  thirds  of  the  total  membership  of 
the  Top  Governing  Structure”. 

Prof.  Wilson  explained  that  this  would 
allow  “fine  tuning”  of  the  Top  Governing 
Structure.  The  resolution  had  originally 
been  revised  to  give  the  University  control 
of  its  own  members  on  the  Top  Governing 
Structure  while  lay  members  would  be  un- 
der the  control  of  the  provincial  govern- 
ment. However,  it  provoked  various  objec- 
tions and  was  finally  defeated  in  a vote  of 
84  against,  21  for,  with  17  abstentions. 

Ph.D. 

All  members  of  the  Graduate  Faculty 
have  the  right  to  attend  Ph.D.  oral 
examinations. 

Thursday,  June  11 

D.  Jackel,  Department  of  English.  “Jane 
Austen’s  Concept  of  her  Art  as  a Novelist”. 
Thesis  supervisor:  Prof.  G.  E.  Bentley. 
Room  207,  65  St.  George  Street.  2 p.m. 

Friday,  June  12 

E.  J.  Doak,  Department  of  Political 
Economy.  “Financial  Intermediation  by 
Government:  Theory  and  Canadian  Experi- 
ence Since  1867”.  Thesis  supervisor:  Prof. 
E.  P.  Neufeld.  Room  207,  65  St.  George 
Street.  2 p.m. 

Monday,  June  15 

K.  P.  B.  Thomson,  Department  of  Physics. 
“Infrared  Fluxes  in  the  Atmosphere”.  Thesis 
supervisor:  Prof.  A.  W.  Brewer.  Room  201, 
65  St.  George  Street.  2 p.m. 

Tuesday,  June  16 

Michael  Bronskill,  Department  of  Medi- 
cal Biophysics.  “The  Radiation  Chemistry 
of  Aqueous  Solutions  at  Picosecond  Times”. 
Thesis  supervisor:  Prof.  J.  WT.  Hunt.  Room 
207,  65  St.  George  Street.  10  a.m. 

Wednesday,  June  17 

Victor  H.  Quintana,  Department  of  Elec- 
trical Engineering.  “Some  Numerical  Meth- 
ods for  Computing  Optimal  Control  Prob- 
lems”. Thesis  supervisor:  Prof.  E.  J.  Davi- 
son. Room  201,  65  St.  George  Street,  10  a.m. 

Friday,  June  19 

R.  G.  Macdonald,  Department  of  Physics. 
“Energy  Distribution  Among  Reaction  Pro- 
ducts Determined  by  Fourier  Spectroscopy.” 
Thesis  supervisors:  Profs.  H.  L.  Welsh  and 
J.  C.  Polanyi.  Room  201,  65  St.  George 
Street.  2 p.m. 

Monday,  June  22 

A.  E.  J.  Pitts,  Department  of  Chemistry. 
“The  Separation  of  Gold  from  Base  Metals 
by  Cation  Exchange  and  the  Determination 
of  Platinum  by  Atomic  Absorption”. 
Thesis  supervisor:  Prof.  F.  E.  Beamish. 
Room  201,  65  St.  George  Street.  10  a.m. 

Wednesday,  June  24 

R.  N.  Nazar,  Department  of  Biochemis- 
try. “Regulation  of  Macromolecular  Syn- 
theses During  Inhibitor-Induced  Shift- 
Downs.”  Thesis  supervisor:  Prof.  J.  T. 
Wong.  Room  207,  65  St.  George  Street. 
10  a.m. 

Thursday,  June  25 

Arthur  D.  Pelton,  Department  of  Metal- 
lurgy. “Thermodynamic  Properties  of 
Binary  and  Ternary  Fused  Salt  Systems”. 
Thesis  supervisor:  Prof.  S.  N.  Flengas, 
Room  201,  65  St.  George  Street.  2 p.m. 

Friday,  June  26 

Chuen-yong  Pan,  Department  of  Chemi- 
cal Engineering.  “An  Analysis  of  Fixed-Bed 


Bob  James  urged  all  his  fellow  students 
to  vote  against  it  because,  he  said,  there 
was  now  little  chance  that  students  would 
be  able  to  increase  their  power  on  the  body. 
He  was  referring  to  the  preceding  vote  on 
the  number  of  seats  on  the  top  governing 
structure.  Students,  he  said,  had  been  de- 
nied a power  they  not  only  wanted  but 
deserved. 

Prof.  Dunlop  told  the  assembly  that  the 
new  act  would  be  an  expression  of  the  fun- 
damental constitution  of  the  university  and 
that  it  should  only  be  changed  the  same 
way  it  was  created  - through  the  provin- 
cial legislature.  Prof.  Daniels  saw  a danger 
of  abuse  in  the  resolution.  He  said  one  of 
the  groups  on  the  Top  Governing  Structure 
might  use  it  to  increase  their  power.  There 
was  no  reason  to  repeat  the  agonizing  pro- 
cedure of  the  University-Wide  Committee 
all  over  again,  he  said. 

One  of  the  resolution’s  few  defenders, 
Ken  M'cEvoy,  blamed  the  agonies  over  the 
“numbers  game”  on  rigidity  within  the  Uni- 
versity. Resolution  13  would  give  more 
flexibility,  he  said. 

The  next  resolution,  passed  by  a vote  of 
112  for,  2 against,  with  7 abstentions,  read: 
“That  the  University-Wide  Committee  ap- 
point a sub-committee  to  be  available  for 
consultation  in  the  writing  of  a new  draft 
University  of  Toronto  Act  and  that  it  be 
constituted  of  the  General  Chairman  of  the 
University  Wide  Committee  and  one  repre- 
sentative of  each  group”.  There  was  some 
debate  on  increasing  the  number  of  mem- 
bers on  the  sub-committee  but  it  was 
quickly  dropped. 

The  UWC  then  returned  to  the  subject  of 
the  possible  deferral  until  the  fall  of  the 
approved  resolution  on  the  composition  of 
the  Top  Governing  Structure,  and  discus- 
sion (details  are  in  the  report  beginning  on 
Page  One ) continued  until  the  conclusion  of 
the  University- Wide  Committee  sessions. 

Orals 

Adsorption”.  Thesis  supervisor:  Prof.  D. 
Basmadjian.  Room  201,  65  St.  George 
Street.  10  a.m. 

Monday,  June  29 

R.  B.  Charlton,  Department  of  Physics. 
“Hail  Formation  and  its  Effect  on  Model 
Updraft”.  Thesis  supervisor:  Prof.  R.  List. 
Room  207,  65  St.  George  Street,  10  a.m. 

Miss  Fiorella  Bachechi,  Department  of 
Geology.  “To  Crystal  Structure  of  the 
Naturally  Occurring  Au  Telluried  - Mont- 
brayite,  Au2Te3”  Thesis  supervisors:  Profs. 
J.  C.  Rucklidge,  and  E.  W.  Nuffield.  Room 
20l,  65  St.  George  Street.  10  a.m. 

Wednesday,  July  8 

G.  L.  Baker,  Department  of  Physics. 
“Pressure  and  Temperature  Variations  of 
Nuclear  Quadrupole  Resonance  Frequen- 
cies”. Thesis  supervisor:  Prof.  R.  L.  Arm- 
strong. Room  201,  65  St.  George  Street. 
10  a.m. 

Graduate  Residence 
warden’s  post  vacant 

The  position  of  Warden  of  the  St. 
George  Graduate  Residence  has  become 
vacant  with  the  resignation  of  Prof. 
R.  T.  H.  Alden  and  the  School  of 
Graduate  Studies  is  anxious  to  hear  of 
any  University  staff  member  who  would 
wdsh  to  be  considered  for  it.  The  resi- 
dence serves  about  300  graduate  stu- 
dents, in  an  approximately  even  distribu- 
tion between  men  and  women. 

There  are  no  fixed  requirements  for 
the  position  but  it  is  desirable  that  he  or 
she  be  married,  without  children  and 
hold  a University  staff  appointment.  A 
two-bedroom  apartment  in  the  residence 
is  supplied  and  an  honorarium  is 
awarded.  For  further  details  please  con- 
tact Prof.  W.  D.  Baines,  School  of 
Graduate  Studies. 

Summer  Hours 

The  President  has  announced  that 
during  July  and  August  the  official  sched- 
ule of  hours  for  non-academic  staff  will 
be  from  8.45  a.m.  to  4.30  p.m. 

Wherever  service  to  the  public  or  to 
other  departments  of  the  University  is 
necessary  between  4.30  and  5 p.m.  pro- 
vision should  be  made  for  a staggering  of 
hours  to  ensure  that  at  least  a skeleton 
staff  will  be  on  hand. 


Anton  Kuerti 

The  growing  campus  opposition  to  the 
Spadina  Expressway  Extension  would  be 
more  convincing  if  it  were  reinforced  by 
steps  to  reduce  the  very  considerable 
amount  of  traffic  generated  by  the  Uni- 
versity itself.  As  long  as  the  University 
continues,  in  effect,  to  subsidize  staff 
parking  to  the  value  of  about  $300,000  a 
year,  it  is  contradictory,  if  not  hypocriti- 
cal, to  grumble  about  air  pollution  and 
congestion  caused  by  private  cars. 

Many  commercial  parking  lots  in  the 
University  area  charge  $1.75  for  daytime 
parking,  and  do  not  offer  a monthly  rate. 
The  best  rate  I could  find  on  a monthly 
basis  was  $17.00.  Even  if  we  accept  the 
public  image  of  long  academic  vacations, 
the  average  staff  member  would  pay 
about  $170  yearly  for  parking  in  a com- 
mercial lot,  but  the  University  charges 
only  $42  a year  for  an  unreserved  space. 
Since  more  than  2,000  of  these  have  been 
issued,  this  represents  a subsidy  of  about 
$250,000.  In  addition,  over  600  reserved 
spaces  have  been  issued,  at  a price  of  $90 
each,  amounting  to  an  additional  $50,000 
worth  of  encouragement  for  staff  mem- 
bers to  spoil  the  campus  and  city  environ- 
ment with  fumes,  noise,  danger  and  ugli- 
ness. An  average  staff  member  with  an 
unreserved  space  pays  less  for  his  daily 
parking  than  the  cost  of  a single  subway 
token. 

Not  only  is  the  parking  charge  much 
too  cheap,  but  the  system  of  forcing  staff 
members  to  buy  a permit  even  if  they 
only  wish  to  park  once  a year  takes  away 
any  financial  incentive  to  leave  cars  at 
home  after  the  sticker  has  been  acquired. 
This  system  is  punishing  just  those  who 
attempt  to  be  good  citizens  (if  not  good 
consumers!)  by  avoiding  unnecessary 
vehicle  use,  and  rewarding  those  who 


Issues  involved  in  the  determination 
of  a final  capital  grant  formula  for  On- 
tario universities  are  being  studied  by 
the  Joint  Capital  Studies  Committee, 
comprising  representatives  of  the  Com- 
mittee of  Presidents  of  Universities  of 
Ontario  and  the  Committee  on  Univer- 
sity Affairs. 

Several  revisions  in  the  interim  capital 
formula  for  1970-71  and  1971—72  have 
been  made,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
CPUO  sub-committee  on  capital  financ- 
ing headed  by  D.  M.  Hedden.  These 
changes  included  recognition  of  the 
space  needs  of  part-time  and  trisemester 
students,  an  allowance  for  emerging  in- 
stitutions, recognition  of  the  disutilities 
of  space  more  than  40  years  old,  and 
increased  support  of  capital  costs  from 
95  to  100  per  cent. 

The  effect  of  these  changes,  the  sub- 
committee said,  “was  counterbalanced  by 
elimination  of  previously  projected  extra- 
formula grants  for  renovation  and  re- 
placement”. The  sub-committee  was 
concerned  because  “the  standard  dollar 
allowance  was  retained  at  $55  per  net 
assignable  square  foot,  which  was  about 
10  per  cent,  below  average  university 
building  costs  of  1968;  meanwhile,  con- 
struction costs  have  risen  markedly”.  Dr. 
Douglas  Wright,  chairman  of  the  CUA, 
replied  that,  in  CUA’s  opinion,  the  costs 
of  recently  constructed  university  build- 
ings were  too  high. 

The  sub-committee  expressed  con- 
cern over  other  issues: 

“In  comparison  with  other  jurisdic- 
tions the  space  allowance  of  96  net  as- 
signable square  feet  per  weighted  enrol- 
ment unit  is  considered  by  the  universi- 
ties to  be  too  low”; 

“Certain  categories  of  space,  such  as 
central  utilities,  residence  lounges,  spe- 
cialized research  facilities,  and,  in  some 
institutions,  a portion  of  their  residence 
facilities,  will  continue  to  be  included  in 
the  universities’  space  inventories”; 

“There  will  be  no  cash-flow  entitle- 
ment for  universities  with  large  inven- 
tories of  40-year-old  space,  and  it  has 
not  been  made  clear  how  the  30  per 


would  not  let  social  considerations  like 
pollution  influence  their  life  style. 

I suggest  that  the  parking  policy  be 
changed  to  the  following: 

1)  Yearly  parking  permits  should  be 
issued  to  staff  members  for  $10. 

2)  A charge  of  $1.00  should  be  col- 
lected every  time  a car  is  left  in  the  park- 
ing lot. 

3)  Reserved  spaces  should  be  elimi- 
nated except  for  exceptional  cases  such  as 
physical  disability.  They  represent  a very 
inefficient  use  of  available  space,  as  half 
of  them  are  often  empty  while  people 
with  ordinary  permits  are  being  turned 
away  for  lack  of  space.  If  a shortage  of 
spaces  continues  under  this  proposed 
system,  the  daily  rate  should  simply  be 
raised  until  the  supply  can  meet  the  de- 
mand. A few  special  spaces  could  be 
designated  for  which  the  daily  rate  would 
be  even  higher  than  the  normal  rate,  to 
ensure  the  likelihood  of  an  open  space  for 
anyone  needing  it  urgently.  The  daily 
rate  could  vary  from  lot  to  lot. 

4)  The  planned  $2,000,000  parking 
garage  should  be  scrapped  in  favour  of 
more  important  programs.  (An  environ- 
mental studies  centre?  A free  bicycle  for 
every  student  and  every  staff  member?) 

In  addition  to  reducing  traffic  and  pol- 
lution, distributing  available  space  more 
fairly,  and  adding  very  considerable  sums 
to  the  University  Treasury,  this  policy 
would  demonstrate  that  the  University 
Community  is  prepared  not  only  to  theo- 
rize about  the  problems  of  the  city  and 
give  out  advice  to  others,  but  also  to  take 
steps  of  its  own  in  accord  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  environment— even  at 
the  cost  of  some  discomfort. 

Anton  Kuerti 
Associate  Professor 
Faculty  of  Music 


cent,  allowance  for  this  older  space  will 
be  handled”; 

“The  interim  capital  formula  still  does 
not  take  account  of,  the  cost  conse- 
quences of  functional  differences  of  vari- 
ous kinds  of  space”; 

“The  announced  capital  grants  did  not 
provide  f<?r  increasing  funds  needed  for 
capital  projects,  such  as  land  acquisition, 
site  services,  and  alterations”; 

“The  interim  capital  formula  for  1970- 
71  . . . appeared  to  have  been  used  to 
allocate  resources  on  the  basis  of  total 
government  funds  available,  rather  than 
on  the  needs  of  universities.  However, 
Dr.  Wright  gave  an  assurance  that  . . . 
a decision  on  figures  used  in  the  interim 
formula  had  been  made  before  con- 
sideration of  what  total  capital  funds 
would  be  available”. 


STAFF 

NOTES 

University  College 

Prof.  B.  Z.  Shek  gave  a talk  on  “The 
Literature  of  French  Canada”  to  faculty 
members  of  Seneca  College,  as  part  of 
their  Staff  Development  Program,  on  May 
25.  He  also  met  with  members  of  the 
English  Department  of  Seneca  College  to 
discuss  the  setting  up  of  a new  course  on 
French-Canadian  authors  in  translation. 

Child  Study 

Dr.  Michael  Grapko  addressed  500 
graduating  students  at  Toronto  Teachers’ 
College  May  14.  His  topic  was  “Teaching 
Goals  and  Teacher  Effectiveness”. 

Dr.  Andrew  Biemiller  will  co-ordinate 
the  program  for  the  second  day  of  the  first 
meeting  and  mini-conference  of  the  newly 
organized  Canadian  Association  for  the  Ad- 
vancement of  Research  in  Child  Develop- 
ment, to  be  held  in  Toronto  on  June  15,  16 
and  17.  The  subject  will  be  “The  Develop- 
ment of  the  ‘Ethnic’  Child”. 


CPUO  and  CUA  Studies  Committee 
studies  capital  grant  formula 
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New  national  organization 
for  graduate  students  is  formed 


There  now  exists  a new  national  or- 
ganization for  graduate  students— the 
Canadian  Conference  of  Graduate  Stu- 
dents. After  three  days  of  discussion 
early  in  May  at  the  University  of  West- 
ern Ontario,  this  was  the  final  and  un- 
related. result.  It  is  a national  organiza- 
tion in  name  only,  whose  sole  purpose, 
at  present,  is  to  have  two  meetings  each 
year  so  that  the  various  delegates  can 
renew  old  acquaintances. 

It  was  a well-attended  conference. 
Virtually  every  graduate  school  in  Can- 
ada sent  the  maximum  number  of  five 
delegates.  The  Toronto  delegation  con- 
sisted of  Larry  Hoffman,  Neil  Keller, 
Robin  Endres,  Marjaleena  Repo  and 
Michael  Vaughan.  Two  things,  however, 
marred  the  delegations.  Primarily  only 
one  French-speaking  university,  Laval, 
was  represented,  and  its  delegates  were 
somewhat  ignored  and  isolated.  The 
other  problem  was  that  there  were  only 
three  women  delegates  in  attendance. 

For  the  record,  the  organization  was 
put  forward  in  a motion  by  York,  West- 
ern and  Toronto.  It  should  be  pointed 
out,  however,  that  the  major  part  of 
Toronto’s  proposal  was  voted  down.  This 
proposal  called  for  a national  informa- 
tional newsletter. 

We  made  the  proposal  so  that  the 
three  days  of  intensive  and,  at  times, 
heated  discussions  could  have  some  rele- 
vance and,  more  importantly,  continuity. 
The  discussions  focused  around  major 
problems  commonly  shared  by  many 
graduate  students,  such  as  jobs,  financing 
and  the  Americanization  of  our  univer- 
sities. Regretably,  the  discrimination  of 
women  in  Canadian  universities  was 
given  no  more  than  a passing  reference. 

While  some  of  the  issues  raised,  such 
as  more  inter-disciplinary  studies  and 
improving  relations  with  undergraduates, 
can  best  be  treated  at  the  university 
level  or  lower,  the  other  serious  problems 
require  some  form  of  national  action,  or 
at  least  a meaningful  national  organiza- 
tion. It  was  and  still  is  believed  that  a 
national  informational  newsletter,  as  a 
first  step,  would  go  far  in  accomplishing 
this  task.  This  newsletter  would  facilitate 
the  flow  of  information  across  Canada 
and  enable  graduate  students  to  keep 
abreast  of  the  problems  raised  at  the 


conference,  relate  new  information,  and 
also  allow  graduate  students  to  know 
what  was  being  done  in  the  other  uni- 
versities in  combatting  the  many  prob- 
lems we  had  discussed.  More  impor- 
tantly, it  would  continue,  on  a regular 
basis,  the  discussions  between  the  vari- 
ous universities  instead  of  the  twice- 
yearly  meetings  where  more  time  is 
spent  at  the  bar  instead  of  planning 
sessions. 

Toronto,  New  Brunswick  and  Mani- 
toba cannot  halt  the  Americanization  of 
our  universities  alone,  although  they  did 
desire  it.  We  called  for  a quota  system 
which  would  require  that  two-thirds  of 
all  new  faculty  be  Canadian.  We  cannot 
do  this  alone,  a national  organization  is 
much  better  equipped.  Toronto,  Memo- 
rial, Calgary  and  McGill  do  not  have  the 
time,  money  and  facilities  to  establish  a 
national  data  retrieval  centre  to  inform 
graduate  students  on  the  job  situation 
(which  has  now  entered  a severe  crisis 
period)  and  other  problems,  a national 
organization  would  be  in  a much  better 
position.  Until  there  is  an  organization 
that  is  prepared  to  deal  with  these  prob- 
lems, there  is  no  body  in  Canada  that 
speaks  or  acts  for  its  graduate  students. 

Larry  Hoffman, 

President, 

Graduate  Students’  Union. 


Houses  here  and  there 

A fully  furnished  seven-room  house  on 
a ravine  lot  in  north-west  Metropolitan 
Toronto  is  available  for  two  years  be- 
ginning in  October.  Rent  is  $350  per 
month.  For  further  information  please 
get  in  touch  with  Mrs.  Mary  Stevens, 
928-2884,  or  741-0353. 

A three  bedroom  furnished  house, 
with  2 baths,  central  heating,  washer 
and  dryer,  is  available  from  July  1,  1970, 
to  July,  1971.  Close  to  Ealing  Broadway 
and  within  easy  walking  distance  of 
Piccadilly,  Central  London  and  District 
Underground  trains. 

Rent  is  £20  per  week,  solicitor’s  fee 
£20,  and  deposit  of  £50  against  dam- 
age is  requested.  Contact  W.  H.  Brown, 
83  Park  View,  New  Malden,  Surrey, 
England.  Telephone  No.  01:  942-2648. 


Honorary  degrees  received 


Prof.  Alexander  Brady  (Political  Econ- 
omy) received  an  honorary  degree  from 
Dalhousie  University  on  May  14. 

Prof.  Donald  G.  Creighton  (Univer- 
sity) was  awarded  an  honorary  doctorate 
at  the  May  15  Convocation  at  Dalhousie. 

Prof.  Barker  Fairley  (German,  U.C.) 
recently  received  an  honorary  D.Litt. 
degree  from  Carleton  University. 

Prof.  F.  E.  J.  Fry  (Zoology)  received 
an  honorary  D.Sc.  degree  at  the  special 
Convocation  marking  the  opening  of  the 
University  of  Manitoba’s  Zoology-Psy- 
chology Building  on  May  29. 

Principal  J.  E.  Hodgetts  (Victoria  Col- 
lege) gave  the  Convocation  address  and 
was  awarded  an  honorary  LL.D.  degree 
at  Mount  Allison  University  on  May  11. 

Prof.  C.  B.  Macpherson  (Political 
Economy)  received  an  honorary  docto- 
rate from  Memorial  University  on  May 
21. 


Prof.  Roger  S.  Myers  (Psychology) 
addressed  the  special  Convocation  at  the 
University  of  Manitoba  on  May  29  and 
received  an  honorary  LL.D.  degree. 

Prof.  John  C.  Polanyi  (Physics)  re- 
ceived an  honorary  Doctor  of  Science 
degree  at  the  Science  and  Mathematics 
Convocation  of  the  University  of  Water- 
loo on  May  29,  in  recognition  of  his 
research  in  gas  phase  kinetics.  He  ad- 
dressed Convocation. 

Copyright  expert  needed 

The  Presidential  Advisory  Committee 
on  Instructional  Media  has  asked  the 
Association  of  the  Teaching  Staff  to  pro- 
vide a member  for  a sub-committee  on 
copyright. 

Would  any  faculty  member  interested 
in  this  work  please  get  in  touch  with  the 
ATS  office— telephone  3351. 


EXHIBITIONS 


“Engravings  After  Portraits".  Engravings, 
portraits  by  the  17th  century  English  artist, 
Godfrey  Kneller.  Third  floor  Rotunda.  ROM. 
To  June  14. 

“Profile  of  a Geologist”.  Watercolours, 
photos,  rock  samples,  tools  of  the  late  19th 
century  Canadian  geologist  and  artist  A.  P. 
Coleman.  Sigmund  Samuel  Canadiana 
Building.  To  June  28. 

“McLaughlin  Planetarium”.  “Man  and 
the  Zodiac”.  To  July  5.  Tuesday  to  Fri- 
day, 3.30  and  8 p.m.;  Saturday,  11  a.m., 
2,  3.30,  5 and  8 p.m.;  Sunday,  2,  3.30,  5 
and  7.30  p.m.  $1.  Children  under  eight  not 
admitted  to  the  Star  Theatre. 

“The  Sea  and  the  Shore”.  Photographs  of 
life  in  the  ocean  and  at  the  shore  by  Jeanne 


White  of  Ottawa  stress  the  beauties  of  con- 
servation and  unpolluted  waters.  Exhibit 
contains  50  photographs.  Lower  Rotunda. 
ROM.  To  July  12. 

“Expedition  to  Cameroun”.  R.  L.  Peter- 
son, Curator  of  ROM’s  Mammalogy  Depart- 
ment, displays  trophies  from  recent  ex- 
pedition to  Cameroun  in  West  Africa.  Third 
Floor,  Rotunda,  ROM.  June  22  to  July  26. 

“Quilts  and  Quilting”.  Pierced,  appliqued 
and  decorated  quilting  of  the  19th  century 
recalls  a past  era.  Second  Floor,  Textiles 
Gallery.  ROM.  To  Aug.  31. 

“Stamps”.  Postal  histoiy  of  Italy.  Exhibit 
includes  letters  before  the  time  of  Chris- 
topher Columbus.  Lower  Rotunda.  ROM.  To 

July  !• 


COMING  EFENTS 


JUNE 

15  MONDAY 

Lecture 


16  TUESDAY 

Television 


17  WEDNESDAY 

Tours 

19  FRIDAY 

Lecture 


“The  World  Below  Five  Microns”.  Dr.  V.  A.  Philipps,  General  Elec- 
tric Research  and  Development  Center,  Schenectady,  N.Y.  Room  116 
Wallberg  Building.  3.30  p.m.  (School  of  Graduate  Studies  and  De- 
partment of  Metallurgy  and  Materials  Science) 

Documentary  “The  Battle  of  the  Windmill”  (the  invasion  of  Pres- 
cott in  1838  by  Patriot  Hunters),  with  script  by  Prof.  B.-Z.  Shek 
commissioned  by  META.  Channel  9 at  9.30  a.m. 

Summer  gallery  tours.  12.15  p.m.  Main  Rotunda,  ROM.  Free. 


20  SATURDAY 

Lecture 


“Clinical  Judgment  and  Basic  Science’  ”.  Dr.  Alvan  R.  Feinstein, 
professor  of  Medicine  and  Epidemiology,  Yale  University.  North 
Classroom,  Toronto  General  Hospital.  4 p.m.  (Institute  of  Medical 
Science) 


“Motivation  and  Second  Language  Teaching”.  Dr.  Wilga  Rivers, 
Department  of  Modem  Languages,  Monash  University,  Melbourne, 
visiting  at  Columbia  University’s  Department  of  Languages,  Litera- 
ture, Speech  and  Theatre.  OISE  auditorium  252  Bloor  St.  West. 
10  a.m.  (OISE) 


24  WEDNESDAY 

Tour 

29  MONDAY 

Music 

30  TUESDAY 

Lecture 


Summer  gallery  tours.  12.15  p.m.  Main  Rotunda,  ROM.  Free. 


JULY 

2 THURSDAY 

Lecture 


3 FRIDAY 

Music 

4 SATURDAY 

Music  • 


8 WEDNESDAY 

Music 


13  MONDAY 

Music 


14  TUESDAY 

Music 

15  WEDNESDAY 

Music 


John  McKay,  piano  recital.  Concert  Hall,  Edward  Johnson  Building. 
8.30  p.m.  Free.  (Royal  Conservatory  of  Music) 

“Early  Days  of  Music  In  Canada”.  Dr.  Wilfred  Pelletier,  conductor. 
Metropolitan  Opera  Company  of  New  York.  MacMillan  Theatre, 
Edward  Johnson  Building.  8.30  p.m.  Tickets  from  School  of  Music 
Publicity  Office.  . Phone  928-3771.  ( MacMillan- Canadian  Authors 
and  Publishers  Association  of  Canada  Lecture) 


“The  Making  of  a Singer”.  Dr.  Wilfred  Pelletier.  MacMillan  Theatre, 
Edward  Johnson  Building.  8.30  p.m.  Tickets  from  School  of  Music 
Publicity  Office.  Phone  928-3771.  ( MacMillan— CAPAC  Lecture) 

Joseph  Macerollo,  Classical  Accordian.  Concert  Hall,  Edward  John- 
son Building.  8.30  p.m.  Free.  (Royal  Conservatory  of  Music) 

CBC  Festival  Orchestra.  Steve  Staryk,  violin.  Victor  Feldbrill,  con- 
ductor. MacMillan  Theatre,  Edward  Johnson  Building.  8.30  p.m. 
Tickets  from  the  School  of  Music  Publicity  Office.  Phone  928-3771. 
( Royal  Conservatory  of  Music ) 

CBC  Festival  Orchestra.  Gary  Bertini,  conductor.  MacMillan  Theatre, 
Edward  Johnson  Building.  8.30  p.m.  Tickets  from  the  School  of 
Music  Publicity  Office.  Phone  928-3771.  (Royal  Conservatory  of 
Music) 


CBC  Festival  Singers.  Elmer  Iseler,  conductor.  Concert  Hall,  Edward 
Johnson  Building.  8.30  p.m.  Tickets  from  the  School  of  Music  Pub- 
licity,^Office.  Phone  928-3771.  (Royal  Conservatory  of  Music) 


Victor  Martin,  violin  recital.  Concert  Hall,  Edward  Johnson  Building. 
8.30  p.m.  Free.  (Royal  Conservatory  of  Music) 


16  THURSDAY 

Music 

17  FRIDAY 

Music 

20  MONDAY 

Music 

21  TUESDAY 

Music 

22  WEDNESDAY 

Music 


23  THURSDAY 

Music 

24  FRIDAY 

Music 


CBC  Festival  Chamber  Orchestra.  Garnet  Brooks,  Tenor.  Serge 
Garant,  Conductor.  MacMillan  Theatre,  Edward  Johnson  Building. 
8.30  p.m.  Tickets  from  the  School  of  Music  Publicity  Office.  Phone 
928-3771.  (Royal  Conservatory  of  Music) 

Douglas  Bodle,  organ  recital.  Place  to  be  announced.  8.30  p.m. 
Free.  (Royal  Conservatory  of  Music) 

Albin  Berky,  cello  recital.  Concert  Hall,  Edward  Johnson  Building, 
8.30  p.m.  Free.  ( Royal  Conservatory  of  Music ) 

Joseph  Peleg,  violin,  Judit  Kenedi,  piano.  Concert  Hall,  Edward 
Johnson  Building.  5.30  p.m.  (Royal  Conservatory  of  Music) 

Steve  Staryk,  violin,  John  Perry,  piano.  Sonata  recital.  Concert  Hall, 
Edward  Johnson  Building.  8.30  p.m.  ( Royal  Conservatory  of  Music ) 

CBC  Festival  Orchestra.  Peter  Schenkman,  cello.  Boris  Brott,  con- 
ductor. MacMillan  Theatre,  Edward  Johnson  Building.  8.30  p.m. 
Tickets  from  the  School  of  Music  Publicity  Office.  Phone  928-3771. 
( Royal  Conservatory  of  Music ) 

Summer  School  Sampler.  Concert  Hall,  Edward  Johnson  Building. 
8.30  p.m.  Free.  (Royal  Conservatory  of  Music) 

Summer  School  Sampler.  Concert  Hall,  Edward  Johnson  Building. 
8.30  p.m.  Free.  (Royal  Conservatory  of  Music) 


* 


Accommodation  wanted  for  four  months 


A professor  who  will  be  visiting  here 
from  Sept.  1 to  Dec.  31  requires  accom- 
modation for  himself,  his  wife  and  four 
children.  They  will  need  a furnished 
house  with  at  least  three  bedrooms,  pre- 


ferably near  the  University.  For  further 
information  contact  Dr.  D.  R.  Harris,  35 
Copthome  Road,  Croxley  Green,  Rick- 
mansworth,  Herts.  England,  or  Mrs.  A. 
McMaster  at  928-3376. 


- » - 


